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Preface 


S tudents who are imbued with the idea of obtaining happi- 
ness and progress for humanity by governmental activity 
need to beware lest they too easily fall prey to dogmas. The 
judgments of one generation are apt to give way to the judg¬ 
ments of another: individuals who learn by rote and accept 
\yithout question the conclusions of any so-called school of 
thought will hardly give great assistance to the solution of the 
difficulties that beset society. Rather are they more likely to be 
helpful with suggestions if they have carefully examined the 
teachings, the experiments, and the experiences of leaders who 
have faced a wide variety of problems. Specifically, it is much 
less useful to know what Gladstone's views were on a particular 
subject than to know the reasons that led him to those views. 
And the best way to learn those reasons is to let Gladstone speak 
for himself. 

Selections which appear in these pages have been made with 
the thought that they express ideas general enough in their 
implications to be of interest even to the present, that they are 
related to historical developments which history volumes still 
emphasize, and that without serious cutting they represent 
rather completely the sentiments of the speakers and therefore 
convey to the reader the impression of the personality behind 
the speech in a way that shorter sections bearing upon a greater 
variety of topics would fail to do. Many of the speeches can be 
obtained elsewhere only with considerable effort. The writer 
feels justified, therefore, in presenting them in what he deems 
to be convenient form and with an introduction which, he 
hopes, may give the proper setting. He has felt that it is inad¬ 
visable to substitute consistency in spelling, capitalization, and 
punctuation for older usages which by the very lack of uniform¬ 
ity may appear to befit the speakers, the times, and the subjects 
of discussion. 

The writer thanks two friends of long standing for perform¬ 
ing the task of reading the manuscript and offering comments 
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PREFACE 


and suggestions concerning it: Dr. Theodore Francis Jones, pro 
fessor of history at New York University, and Dr. Arnold J. 
Zurcher, professor of political science and head of the Institute 
of Public Affairs and Regional Studies of New York University. 
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Chapter 1 


THE HERITAGE 


S OCIETY of the days of the Industrial Revolution and the 
French Revolution questioned, like society of succeeding 
days, whether its institutional developments were abreast of the 
social, political, and economic demands of the time. The re¬ 
sultant controversy was, indeed, so far from being either insig¬ 
nificant or limited in its inferences on government in general 
and the English constitution in particular that English states¬ 
men of the nineteenth century were greatly affected. One 
school of thought had emphasized the necessity of accepting 
the solutions of the past as applicable to existing queries on 
social organizations; another had stressed the desirability of 
applying abstract reasoning to these problems. 

Edmund Burke (1729-1797), because of his consummate 
ability as champion of the more conservative attitude, has 
usually been allowed to speak for those who subscribed to the 
first thesis.^ He believed that the English constitution had come 
by historic evolution best to care for the interests and wants of 
the governed. He looked upon the opponents to this constitu¬ 
tion, who, trusting in the magic power of human reason, cried 
out for change, as '‘little, shriveled, meager, hopping, loud and 
troublesome insects of the hour'—“half a dozen grasshoppers 
under a fern" making the field ring with their importunate 
clink. He gave oft-quoted advice to its critics, entreating them 
to “study it until you know how to admire it, and if you cannot 
know and admire, rather believe that you are dull than that 
the rest of the world has been imposed upon." Reformers of 
the constitution, he feared, would become its destroyers. There¬ 
fore, he was not favorably inclined to radical Parliamentary re- 

‘ For a recent presentation of selected writings and speeches of Burke, 
see Ross J. S. Hoffman and Paul Levack, Burkes Politics (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, Inc., 1949). 
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form and, late in his career, was even unwilling to support 
measures that had been proposed for promoting religious tolera¬ 
tion through repeal of the Test and Corporation Acts. But, on 
the other hand, he opposed increased authority for the king and 
his court. If he objected to a government by all, he was not less 
hostile to a government by a very small clique. The struggle of 
the American colonies seemed to him justifiable, accordin^y, in 
so far as it represented a proper resistance to oppression of such 
a clique rather than a result of radical philosophic speculation. 
A use of force to subject an English people overseas would, he 
feared, prove fatal to English liberties elsewhere throughout 
the world. Like a true eighteenth-century Whig he felt that a 
public-spirited minority could best care for the nation's needs. 

Naturally an anniversary celebration of the Glorious Revolu¬ 
tion, which upheld French desire and interpretation of liberty, 
aroused Burke's anger. And in The Reflections on the Revolu- 
ion in France, published in 1790, he clearly stated his case: 
Experience and not a priori reasoning had produced the British 
Government. The pre-eminence of property rights and a reli¬ 
gious establishment in it prevented destructive change. The 
French for their part would do well to build upon their own 
past instead of accepting a ^'shameless and fearless" democracy. 

The effects of the Reflections were tremendous: It became 
the embodiment and justification of conservative opinion. The 
King himself said that it was 'a good book, a very good book; 
every gentleman ought to read it." It led to a break between 
Burke and his colleague. Fox, a leader of the Whigs and an 
adherent of French experiments in government. Followers of 
Burke acting with the Tories caused the Whigs, organized in 
opposition, to appear as a small faction. And it gave to the 
Radicals an object of attack and therefore, perhaps, acted as a 
unifying force for a cause it was seeking t^ destroy. 

The radical creed of the period was expressed in the writings 
of Tom Paine, Mary Wollstonecraft, and in a less popular way 
by the works of James Mackintosh and William Godwin. 
Paine, hardly as fundamentally radical or as able a logician as 
Mary Wollstonecraft, became by the sharpness and brilliance 
of his attack upon Burke's thesis the symbol of the radical move¬ 
ment. He was a leader who seemingly represents the fulfill¬ 
ment of Schiller's ideal: '‘The pause, the central point of 
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thousand thousands/' His Rights of Man stated in clear terms 
the theories of political rights held by the French Revolutionists. 
This pamphlet may be looked upon, indeed, as the manifesto 
of the contemporary English radical societies. Questioning the 
right of any generation to bind its successors and ridiculing the 
vanity and presumption of governing beyond the grave as 
the most insolent of all tyranny, it declared for freedom from the 
burdens of the moldy past. Paine's fame was furthered by his 
own activity in the affairs of both the American and the French 
Revolutions. His adherents were not unwilling to improve the 
national anthem by a variation of its usual phrases: 

God save great Thomas Paine, 

His “Rights of Man'' proclaim 
From pole to pole. 

His opp onents, on the other hand, burned him in effigy fre- 
quenFly enough so that the event was a common sight; ^ they 
wore “Tom Paine shoe nails" that they might trample him under 
foot, and they purchased t he famous “Tom Paine pitc her" 
rwhereon was inscnbed immediately under a serpent which pos- 
l^sessed Paine's head the legend: 

Observe the wicked and malicious man, 

Projecting all the mischief that he can. 

Several weeks earlier than the appearance of the first part of 
The Rights of Man, Mary Wollstonecraft had published A Vin¬ 
dication of the Rights of Men. Disdaining Burke but following 
Rousseau, she wrote that the birthright of man “is such a degree 
of liberty, civil and religious, as is compatible with the liberty of 
the other individuals whom he is united with in a social com¬ 
pact."^ Beyond the inalienable right of liberty he possesses cer¬ 
tain other natural rights including that of self-improvement. 
Such rights, she explained, could not be exercised under an 
existing English Government, the practices of which were estab¬ 
lished not on reason but on the weakness or power of the ruling 
princes. “The liberty of tlie honest mechanic—his all—is often 

*Cf. Walter Phelps Hall, British Radicalism, 1791-1797 (New York: 
Columbia University and Longmans, Green and Company, 1914). 

• Mary Wollstonecraft, Vindication of the Rights of Men (London, 1790), 
p. 7. 
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sacrificed to secure the property of the rich/^ The House of 
Commons as the organ of government which administered this 
system she considered to be corrupt and undignified. And not 
only would she give more opportunity to the poor, redistribute 
property on a more equitable basis, and reduce the authority 
of the monarch but she would reform the whole Parliamentary 
electoral process. So long as the House of Commons continued 
to be that dead weight of benumbing opulence *‘where the 
sheep obsequiously pursue their steps with all the undeviating 
sagacity of instinct,” what right had Burke to deride the philos¬ 
ophy or activity of a French national assembly? Nurture, not 
nature, is, for her, the determining factor toward progress. En¬ 
vironment may transform the individual. This theme was devel¬ 
oped even more pronouncedly in A Vindication of the Rights 
of Woman than in A Vindication of the Rights of Men. 

Of other writers who adhered to radicalism, James Mackin¬ 
tosh is noteworthy for an apt expression of his ideas and Wil¬ 
liam Godwin for the intricate philosophy of his Political Justice, 
which dogmatically visioned the perfectibility of the race and 
the gradual approach of a millennium, provided men were 
guided by principles of pure reason and freed from the incubus 
of existing institutions. Perhaps the increase of scientific knowl¬ 
edge and the progress in mechanisms in the latter part of the 
eighteenth century gave promise for future improvements suffi¬ 
cient to cause Godwin's theories a hearing among the intel¬ 
lectual class. 

But the man who represented the government of the day 
chose to follow the teachings of Burke. Pitt the Younger (1759- 
1806) was selected, when he was twenty-four years of age, to 
be George Ill's First Minister. A worthy son of the great Whig 
leader, '‘the immortal Chatham,” he was instilled with regard 
for the constitutional practices which, obtaining after the Glori¬ 
ous Revolution, emphasized Parliamentary supremacy while 
preserving an important place for the king in the scheme of 
government as well as for the idea that effective guidance of a 
Cabinet emanated from a brilliant leadership. Pitt won fame, 
in his early career, by his support of economic reform and by his 
interest in Parliamentary reform and such a liberal movement as 
the abolition of the slave trade: believing that the Prime Minis¬ 
ter should be the person at the head of finances and finding at 
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hand both confusion and abuses in financial affairs, he endeav¬ 
ored by various means to bring order out of chaos, to improve 
revenue, and to limit the use of royal patronage. On the ques¬ 
tion of Parliamentary reform he declared it to be his intention 
for 1785 to 'exert his whole power and credit as a man, and 
as a minister, honestly and boldly, to carry such a meliorated 
system of representation'' as might place the constitution on a 
footing of permanent security. As for the abolition of the slave 
trade, he promised his friend, William Wilberforce, to give the 
matter constant attention and to omit no practicable means to 
forward it. 

But the turn of events and the burden of responsibilities so 
far bent Pitt toward the conservative policies of George III that 
it may be questioned whether the King, experienced and opin¬ 
ionated in politics, did not himself exert influence, before the 
days of the French Revolution, upon the mind and movement 
of the Minister who was more than twenty years his junior.^ In 
time Pitt became the opponent of Parliamentary reform, 
strengthened conservative tendencies of the day by elevating 
many a squire to membership in the House of Lords, and, even 
if he did not give up until the early years of the new century a 
temperate proclivity for religious toleration, dreaded more and 
more the possible effects of the French Revolution upon English 
subjects and, with the support of the English public, suppressed 
associations which were proposing what he deemed radical 
changes in the constitution. No one can doubt that England 
was hard pressed in the war with France that began in 1793 
and ended only with Waterloo; but many critics have ques¬ 
tioned whether suppression was the best method of treating dis¬ 
affection engendered by warfare and its concomitants and 
whether Pitt did justice to his own feelings when his conduct 
apparently inspired his successors, even in a period of peace, to 
follow his example in dealing with social disorder. In anv case 
English Prime Ministers whose words are recorded herein were 
wont to refer at one time or another in their careers either with 
approval or disapproval to the phrase of Burke and the activity 
of Pitt. 

* Donald Grove Barnes, George III and William Pitt (Stanford University; 
Stanford University Press, 1939), 'passim. 
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CANNING 


G eorge canning (1770-1827), forsaking political leanings 
of boyhood days, avowed the wisdom which the teach¬ 
ings of Burke and Pitt displayed. In the grave of the latter his 
political allegiance had been buried, said he in 1812;^ on the 
death of the former in 1797 he wrote, '‘There is but one event, 
but that is an event for the world—Burke is dead.'' ^ A quarter 
of a century later he still looked upon Burke as the manual of 
his politics'^ and history as the key to politics. 

As, in far realms, where eastern kings are laid, 

In pomp of death, beneath the cypress shade, 

The perfumed lamp with unextinguished light 
Flames through the vault and cheers the gloom of night: 

So, mighty Burke in thy sepulchral urn, 

To fancy’s view the lamp of truth shall burn. 

Ihither late times shall turn their reverent eyes, 

Led by thy light, and by thy wisdom wise.^ 

Canning's defense of the constitution and his hostility to the 
radicalism of the French Revolution clearly appears in a Parlia¬ 
mentary speech of 1810 (page 15). By this time he had already 
held office both under Pitt and under the Duke of Portland, in 
whose administration he had presided (1807-1809) over the 
Foreign Office during a critical period of the war. Well known 
is his support of the campaign against Napoleon in Spain and 
his responsibility for the capture of the Danish fleet when Eng¬ 
land and Denmark were not at war. Hostility to his colleague, 
Lord Castlereagh, because of the latter's conduct of the war, 

^ Dictionary of National Biogra'phy. 

^Ibid. 

* Harold Temperley, The Foreign Policy of Canning (London; George 
Bell and Sons, Ltd., 1925), p. 35. 

* From ‘‘New Morality,” appearing in 1798. 
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led to a duel in 1809; and immediately thereafter Canning re¬ 
signed his place, not to return to political office until 1816 and 
even then in the subordinate capacity of President of the 
(India) Board of Control. As a member of the Cabinet he sup¬ 
ported the policy of repression the government applied to a peo¬ 
ple restless and turbulent owing to the economic disabilities 
under which they labored after 1815. He and his colleagues 
might better have attacked, it has frequently been suggested, the 
fundamental causes of the distress by legislative activity than 
have given themselves over to the passage of the famous Six 
Acts of 1819® by which the rights of English subjects were 
much curtailed in a time of peace. The best explanation of his 
conduct is given in “Vindication of Governmental Policies” 
(page 21).^ 

Canning’s popularity grew when he resigned in 1820 rather 
than become involved in the famous official action against 
Queen Caroline. But the espousal of a popular cause did not 
lead him to accept any radical theory of Parliamentary reform. 
His attitude on this question is stated with finality in “Parlia¬ 
mentary Reform—Repeal of the Test Act” (page 43). In 1822 
he accepted the seals of the Foreign Office at a time that was 
propitious for the activity of a skillful diplomat. Whether or not 
his blocking of Continental intervention in American affairs 
gave the opportunity for Secretary John Quincy Adams to play 
upon principles formulated by Canning even more cleverly 
than the Foreign Minister himself, it is agreed both by his con¬ 
temporaries and by modem historians that in the most famous of all 
his speeches he vindicated his policy (cf. “Address on the King’s 
Message Respecting Portugal,” page 30). His interest in the 
stmggle of the Greeks for independence, like his interest in the 
freedom of the Spanish from French coerdon, played to popular 
enthusiasm. His course of action kept the reactionary party 
from complete triumph in Portugal. Moreover, his experience, 
his talents, and his popularity were influential in causing him 
to be chosen by King George IV as Prime Minister (April 

” These were the Training Prevention Bill to keep the populace from 
drilling, the Misdemeanors Bill making treason trials quick and easy, the 
Seizure of Arms Bill increasing the authority of magistrates, a measure deal¬ 
ing with libels, the Seditious Meetings Prevention Bill, and the Newspaper 
Stamp Duties Bill. 
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1827) upon Lord Liverpoors retirement. Cannings ministry 
was short, lasting until his death in August 1827; but during 
this period he spoke brilliantly upon Catholic emancipation 
(page 38) and made clear his ideas on the question of repeal 
of the Test and Corporation Acts (page 43) and on a current 
economic problem (page 46). 

Although fame from oratorical abilities came, especially for 
the first half of the nineteenth century, from the delivery of 
speeches in Parliament, Canning himself made use of both 
the platform (cf. ''Vindication of Governmental Policies,'^ page 
21) and the press. Moreover, his own literary productions so 
far showed the mark of genius that it may be asked whether, 
had he chosen to expend his energies in this rather than in the 
political field, his name would not have become connotative of 
the highest literary attainments. As regards his effectiveness as 
a speaker, there seems to have been a divergence of opinion. 
Lord Brougham, himself a great orator of the day, declared that 
"his declamation, though often powerful, always beautifully 
ornate, never deficient in admirable diction, was certainly not 
of the very highest class. It wanted depth; it came from the 
mouth, not from the heart; and it tickled or even filled the ear 
rather than penetrated the bosom of the listener. The orator 
never seemed to forget himself and be absorbed by his theme; 
he was not carried away by his passions, and he carried not his 
audience along with him. An actor stood before us, a first-rate 
one no doubt, but still an actor; and we never forgot that it was 
a representation we were witnessing, not a real scene.*^ ® How¬ 
ever as Cannings biographer^ points out, these opinions are 
probably at variance with the impressions of the very great 
majority of those who listened to Canning. And he adds, "If 
ever an orator carried his audience with him, it was Mr. Can¬ 
ning in his celebrated reply on the Portuguese question. Never 
was an assembly of men warmed into a higher pitch of enthu¬ 
siasm than were the members of the House of Commons when 
they broke up on that memorable night. He positively electrified 
his audience when he uttered those striking words, 'I called the 

• Henry, Lord Brougham, Historical Sketches of Statesmen Who Flourished 
in the Time of George 111 (Philadelphia, 1839), II, 98. 

^ Augustus Granville Stapleton, George Canning and His Times (London, 
1859), diap. iii. 



14 


BRITISH PRIME MINISTERS 


New World into existence to redress the balance of the Old.’ 
The whole House was moved as if an electric shock had passed 
through them; then all rose for a moment to look at him. This 
effect I witnessed from under the gallery.” Wilberforce thought 
that he surpassed Pitt and Fox, though he acknowledged that 
the lash of his wit and satire “would have fetched the hide ofl 
a rhinoceros.” And Byron called him 

Our last, our best, our only orator. 



1. Defense of the Constitution 

Parliamentary reform had he- to many opulent and populous 
come a vexatious problem to Pitt places. He proposed the appoint- 
the Younger during the latter ment of a committee to inquire 
part of the eighteenth century. In- into the state of the representation 
deed, circumstances transformed and to suggest what remedies 
him from exponent to opponent of might he applied to any evils that 
the proposition: in the decade of existed. During the ensuing de- 
the nineties Pitt appeared to glory hate Canning gave his speech on 
in attacks upon the endeavors of the defense of the constitution. It 
Charles Grey to get Parliamentary is to he found in Cohhett's Parli- 
sanction for reform. These attacks mentary Debates (XVII, 155-61). 
emphasized arguments such as The speech itself may appear to 
Burke used. After Pittas death, lack eloquence because it has been 
Mr. T. Brand, inspired by the reported in the third person hut it 
Badical, Francis Burdett, rose on does retain, presumably. Cannings 
May 21, 1810, to submit to the force of argument. It may be 
consideration of the House of Com- pointed out that there were fre¬ 
mans a motion respecting Parlia- quent controversies at this period 
mentary reform, of which he had over the phraseology of a public 
given previous notice, declaring speaker—with one editor insisting 
that a moderate reform was neces- in the case of Canning^s speech on 
sary to preserve the confidence of Portugal that the alterations were 
the people in a system of govern- of style and language rather than 
ment where the existing anomalies of sentiment and the shorthand 
permitted great power to proprie- writing of a reporter efficient ”to 
tors of decaying and rotten bor- the zitmost degree of perfection of 
oughs and no representation at all which it is susceptible.*' 

Mr. Canning conceived the question proposed by the motion to 
be plainly this, whether that House should declare itself inadequate 
to the performance of its functions—whether it should abdicate its 
authority? The House would, he hoped, pause before it decided in 
the affirmative upon such a serious subject. To what consequences 
such a decision must lead, ‘through what variety of untried being,’ 
it was likely to take both the House and the country, he thought 
it unnecessary to describe. And for what purpose was such a danger¬ 
ous experiment recommended—to conciliate truly not the sober re¬ 
flecting part of the people, because he did not believe any thing of 
this nature was requisite to their satisfaction; no; but, a particular 
class, whose study it was to create agitation and make a noise about 
reform. For that class he could never hesitate to express his con¬ 
firmed disdain. They were not deserving of any favour from that 
House, because for that House or the constitution they felt no solic¬ 
itude. If such persons could attain their object, they would consti- 

16 
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tute such a system of popular delegation, as cquld not exist as a 
co-ordinate authority in the constitution of England. There could 
be no question that there existed such a party in the country, who 
pretended a zeal for reform but in reality sought anarchy, and, as 
the best mode of accomplishing their object, reviled and distrusted 
that House, the object of whose views was not its improvement, but 
its destruction: a vain, contemptible, degraded crew, who magnified 
themselves into the nation, and diminished the nation into a faction; 
who declared their own infallibility, and depreciated the judgment 
of all others; a body who were too weak to be respected—too despic¬ 
able to be feared. But even this wretched body, though they de¬ 
manded reform, declared that the reform proposed, would not prove 
sufficient. No, they would have the House of Commons omnipotent; 
they would have it every thing; all other establishments nothing; 
they would make it, like the rod of the prophet, swallow up all 
around it. 

An honourable gentleman who had spoken early in the debate, 
(Mr. D. Giddy) had ably and satisfactorily shewn the incompatibility 
of any co-ordinate powers in the other branches of the legislature, 
with the existence of a House of Commons, such as the wildness of 
the democratic theory supposes—an assembly, which should be in it¬ 
self the full, complete, immediate, and adequate representation and 
concentration of die will, the wishes and the interests of the whole 
nation. This is not the nature, it is not the just theory of a British 
House of Commons: nor is the argument of the honourable gentleman 
(Mr. D. Giddy) that such a House of Commons, if it existed, would 
draw to itself all the power of the state, the exaggeration of an enemy 
of reform. Friends of reform in former instances have delivered the 
same opinion. And one of the ablest men that ever professed the 
creed of parliamentary reform—a man who professed it honestly and 
without participating in the views and principles of the reformers 
of the present day—a man too honest and too enlightened, not to have 
chang^ in some degree the opinions of his youth, after the experi¬ 
ence of the last 15 years, (he meant Sir James Mackintosh, of whom 
he spoke with the sincerest sentiments of esteem and friendship). 
Sir James Mackintosh,® in his most eloquent publication in defence 
of the early parts of the French Revolution, in discussing the ques¬ 
tion of parliamentary reform, had stated distinctly his opinion, that 
such would be the power and preponderance of a reformed House 
of Commons, that the powers of the Lords and of the Crown would 
be but * as dust in the balance against it.” That Sir James Mackin¬ 
tosh now or ever seriously wished for such a reform, he (Mr. Can- 


See reference in chap. i. Sir James was knighted in 1803. 
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ning) did not believe. In him this declamation was nothing else but 
the ebullition of a young and ardent mind, enamoured of the fair 
form of ideal liberty, and of the theories, the fallaciousness of which, 
and the danger of which he had not then had occasion to appreciate. 
But what he declaimed in the sport and exuberance of a classical 
imagination there are those, who would now reduce to sober and fatal 
practice; for he had no doubt that such was the general opinion and 
calculation of those who now so clamourously called for reform out 
of doors. Therefore he would resist them, because he saw no good 
that could result from conceding to them, while there was too much 
reason to apprehend great evil. To explain the grounds of that appre¬ 
hension, to shew the effects of any attempt at the practical applica¬ 
tion of theoretic notions of democratic reform, he need only refer to 
the cases, already quoted in support of the other side of the argument, 
of America and France—to illustrate the circumstance of the former 
his honourable friend (Mr. S. Bourne) had already quoted the 
authority of a writer, who, on his arrival from that country about 
ten years ago, was industrious in proclaiming the baneful effects of 
a democracy, although of late years, still more industrious in support¬ 
ing those who looked for what this writer called reform. 

For his own part, he would freely own, that indulging, as he did, 
every desire for the dignity of that House, and cherishing every 
rational hope for the prosperity of the people, he could never consent 
so to raise them above their natural level as that every other con¬ 
stituted establishment of the state should be ^'but as dust in the bal¬ 
ance.'' No; he would never conciliate the reformers at such a price; 
and, at any expense short of that, he did not think they were to be 
conciliated. 

The case of France, he would contend, afforded an equally strong 
ground of objection to the description of reform sought by design¬ 
ing persons out of doors, as that of America. For what, he would 
ask, had been the case actually in France? The reformed legislative 
assembly absolutely set out with the principles of revolution; but 
even if they had not done so; if their ideas had been purely patriotic, 
they were, in the wild frenzy of fantastic reformation, so strangely 
constituted, that it was impossible they could move in a natural orbit; 
it was impossible they should not run into an irregular and eccentric 
course, whirling every surrounding object into their dangerous devi¬ 
ation. Would the House follow that rash and awful example? 
Would they go wavering and perplexed to a Committee, without 
any adequate means to attain their object, or even without any ade¬ 
quate object to attain—without one fixed idea, except the wise notion 
that whatever is, is wrong, and the sober expectation that, by some 
lucky expedient, the right may be hit upon! There was, however. 
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one principle to which those reformers pretended, and which of late, 
they appeared unusually eager to profess—a veneration for the throne 
itself, and an high respect for the individual by whom it was filled. 
But, unfortunately, that House well knew such language had not 
even the merit of originality. By such pretences it was, the unhappy 
Louis had been deceived. By such men it was he had been deluded 
into the notion that he had an interest separate from his people, 
and a place in the hearts of those who flattered that they might betray 
him. He hoped sincerely there was not a man in that House, who 
was not eager to ward off the melancholy omen. Why (said Mr. 
Canning) why should we embark upon this dangerous voyage? Why 
should we trust ourselves to this unknown ocean? We have heard 
that the ancient empires of the earth have been uprooted; that the 
most solid monarchies have been crushed; that oligarchies the best 
established have been destroyed, and that England alone stands 
erect among the ruins! And why have we so stood? because, say the 
reformers, we have been radically corrupt. Sir, I will not bow to 
the whimsical deduction; I will rather deduce from some wise dis¬ 
tinction the source of our prosperity. Like the nations which have 
fallen, we have a monarchy. Like the nations which have fallen, 
we have an aristocracy; but unlike every one of those nations, we 
possess—an House of Commons! This is our proud distinction; this 
is the sole palladium of our salvation; and this we are now called 
upon to regenerate, by the mad cry of unmeaning reformation! 

But, (say the discontented) the House of Commons, constituted 
as it now is, has hurried the nation into extravagant expenditure, and 
unnecessary wars. It is not the fact. There has not been a war dur¬ 
ing a century, which was not in its commencement strictly popular. 
The people it was who goaded the government and the House to 
hostility—the people it was who forced and goaded even the pacific 
sir Robert Walpole into the declaration of war. The people it was 
who at first urged the American war, and at last decried it when it 
became unfortunate; the people it was who encouraged the war with 
France, which saved this country from all the miseries entailed on 
that. What a pity then it was, that the House and the country at 
large did not become converts to the opinions of the honourable 
gentleman and the few by whom he was supported in opposition 
to that war! What a pity they were not dipped in the well of his 
political sagacity, that they might meet, rebaptised, all the inevitable 
mischievous consequences which must have followed. After having 
thus gone through the history of ages, the friends of reform scruti¬ 
nized the present times, and passed their unqualified censure on 
every vote of that House, and on every member with whom they 
were dissatisfied. All with whom they were not pleased, had, it 
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seemed some sinister motive. Now, even allowing this to be the case; 
even allowing that some extra considerations did enter into the minds 
of each unpopular representative, how would the reformers remedy 
it? Would they banish human nature from their reformed House 
of Commons? No, but they would banish the boroughs. Now, if 
they would only take the trouble to examine borough members’ votes, 
they would find that just as many voted on the popular as on the 
unpopular side of the question, so they would neither lose nor gain 
by their reform. They might in this way alternately subtract from 
each side, till they had eradicated all. Decimation would be mercy 
compared to this plan of reform; and, indeed, whether one considered 
its motive or its consequences, its justice would appear exactly to 
correspond with its policy. 

The accusations of the reformers against that House were exactly 
those which could be made justly against themselves, for there never 
yet was a state democratic and powerful, which had not a tendency 
to war. The compliances which they sought from the House it was 
impossible they ever could obtain. I’he House of Commons owed to 
the people, a manly but not a servile obedience; they should be 
respectful, but not enslaved; they should not watch the eye, nor bend 
to the nod, nor crouch to the unspoken will of the multitude, but 
proceed in the plain path of undeviating independence; they should 
act to the people as representatives, just as they should act toward 
their Creator as men, virtuously but freely, founding their hopes 
of retribution on their consciousness of honesty. He was as ready as 
the honourable gentleman to lament, that more liberal and solid 
provisions had not been made for securing the liberty of the subject, 
at the period of the restoration; but this made directly against the 
right honourable gentleman’s own arguments, for Charles the second 
was restored chiefly by the spirit and strong impulse of the people. 
Let it be recollected too that it was the extent of the popular influ¬ 
ence, which at the restoration prevented the arrangement of those pro¬ 
visions for the security of popular freedom, which an honourable 
gentleman, repeating an observation in the celebrated tract of his 
deceased friend (Mr. Fox,) had expressed his regret did not take 
place. A just sympathy with the people, and a reasonable attention 
to their desires, was no doubt, the duty and must ever be the inclina¬ 
tion of that House. The people, unquestionably, could reason fairly 
when they had time; but as, notoriously, their first impulse was feel¬ 
ing, he did not think it would be politic, or for the interest of the 
country, to have that House quite subject to popular control. 

Every class of the people he must contend was fully represented 
in that House, and its general conduct since the revolution, excepting 
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the septennial act ® of the whigs, tended to ameliorate the country. 
Therefore he saw no necessity for the proposed reform. As to the 
argument of that necessity which had been drawn from particular 
votes, he asked what assurance could be offered that similar votes 
would not take place even after the desired reform? He believed 
that, while human nature was unchanged, no change in the constitu¬ 
tion of that House could guard against some improper decisions; and 
he could not discern, 'mid all the perils of surrounding nations, a 
nobler security to English independence than the established House 
of Commons. Should he then ungratefully now forget those benefits? 
Should he impoliticly fling aside all hope of future advantage, and 
trust to the conflicting wisdoms of a reforming committee to strike 
out some new and speculative system? He saw no necessity for the 
experiment; the House of Commons was all that the honestly patri¬ 
otic could desire it. What question but here met a discussion? What 
grievance but here met its remedy? What man in the land so poor 
but here had his advocate? The experiment of reform had been tried 
in France and failed. They had it before their eyes. No honest 
visionary in this country should now be so blinded as to seek here, 
in the hope of benefit, what the corrupt men there sought to cover 
their ambition. If they did, some more cunning and ambitious vis¬ 
ionary would take advantage of the tumult to place himself on the 
throne. They would soon see popular commotion end in military 
despotism, and find philosophical disquisitions superseded by prac¬ 
tical oppression. *T cannot consent (said Mr. Canning) to hazard 
this. If I am obliged to choose between the capricious chances of an 
undefined committee and the ancient edifice which has so long up¬ 
held our rights, shielded our dignity, and secured our interests, I shall 
not hesitate—Stet fortuna domus.'—Let the venerable fabric, which 
has sheltered us for so many ages, and stood unshaken through so 
many storms, still remain unimpaired and holy; sacred from the rash 
frenzy of that ignorant innovator who would tear it down, careless 
and incapable of any substitution." 


•The act of 1716. 



2. Vindication of Governmental Policies 

This speech was delivered on the unrest, the agitation, and the 
March 18, 1820, at a public din- violence following the hoped-for 
ner at Liverpool in honor of Can- hut unattained *^peace without par- 
ning's re-election. It is noteworthy, allel/* It may he found conven- 
as has been mentioned, for its de- iently in Robert Walsh's Select 
fense of the government's repres- Speeches of the Right Honourable 
sive policies—policies which were George Canning (Philadelphia, 
the aftermath of the disturbances, 1844). 

Short as the interval is since I last met you in this place on a similar 
occasion, the events which have filled up that interval have not been 
unimportant. The great moral disease which we then talked of as 
gaining ground on the community has, since that period, arrived at 
its most extravagant height; and, since that period, also, remedies 
have been applied to it, if not of permanent cure, at least of tem¬ 
porary mitigation. 

Gentlemen, with respect to those remedies—I mean with respect 
to the transactions of the last short session of Parliament previous to 
the dissolution—I feel that it is my duty, as your representative, 
to render to you some account of the part which I took in that assem¬ 
bly to which you sent me; I feel it my duty also, as a member of the 
Government by which those measures were advised. Upon occasions 
of such trying exigency as those which we have lately experienced, 
I hold it to be of the very essence of our free and popular Constitu¬ 
tion, that an unreserved interchange of sentiment should take place 
between the representative and his constituents; and if it accidentally 
happens, that he who addresses you as your representative, stands 
also in the situation of a responsible adviser of the Crown, I recog¬ 
nize in that more rare occurrence a not less striking or less valuable 
peculiarity of that Constitution under which we have the happiness 
to live,—by which a Minister of the Crown is brought into contact 
with the great body of the community; and the service of the King is 
shown to be a part of the service of the people. 

Gentlemen, it has been one advantage of the transactions of the 
last session of Parliament, that while they were addressed to meet 
the evils which had grown out of charges heaped upon the House 
of Commons, they have also, in a great measure, falsified the charges 
themselves. 

I would appeal to the recollection of every man who now hears me, 
—of any, the most careless estimator of public sentiment, or the most 
indifferent spectator of public events, whether any country, in any 
two epochs, however distant, of its history, ever presented such a 
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contrast with itself as this country in November, 1819, and this 
country in February, 1820? Do I exaggerate when I say, that there 
was not a man of property who did not tremble for his possessions?— 
that there was not a man of retired and peaceable habits who did not 
tremble for the tranquillity and security of his home?—that there was 
not a man of orderly and religious principles who did not fear that 
those principles were about to be cut from under the feet of suc¬ 
ceeding generations? Was there any man who did not apprehend 
the Crown to be in danger? Was there any man, attached to the 
other branches of the Constitution, who did not contemplate with 
anxiety and dismay the rapid, and, apparently, irresistible diffusion 
of doctrines hostile to the very existence of Parliament as at present 
constituted, and calculated to excite, not hatred and contempt merely, 
but open and audacious force, especially against the House of Com¬ 
mons?—What is, in these respects, the situation of the country now? 
Is there a man of property who does not feel the tenure by which he 
holds his possessions to have been strengthened? Is there a man of 
peace who does not feel his domestic tranquillity to have been se¬ 
cured? Is there a man of moral and religious principles who does 
not look forward with better hope to see his children educated in 
those principles?—who does not hail, with renewed confidence, the 
revival and re-establishment of that moral and religious sense which 
had been attempted to be obliterated from the hearts of mankind? 

Well, gentlemen, and what has intervened between the two peri¬ 
ods? A calling of that degraded Parliament; a meeting of that scoffed 
at and derided House of Cpmmons; a concurrence of those three 
branches of an imj^erfect Constitution, not one of which, if we are 
to believe the radical reformers, lived in the hearts, or swayed the 
feelings, or commanded the respect of the nation; but which, despised 
as they were while in a state of separation and inaction, did, by a 
co-operation of four short weeks, restore order, confidence, a reverence 
for the laws, and a just sense of their own legitimate authority. 

Another event, indeed, has intervened, in itself of a most painful 
nature, but powerful in aiding and confirming the impressions which 
the assembling and proceedings of Parliament were calculated to 
produce. I mean the loss which the nation has sustained by the 
death of a Sovereign,^^ with whose person all that is venerable in 
monarchy has been identified in the eyes of successive generations 
of his subjects; a Sovereign whose goodness, whose years, whose 
sorrows and sufferings, must have softened the hearts of the most 

“ Cf. n. 5 in chap, i on the Six Acts. 

“George III died on January 29, 1820, after a long period of mental dis¬ 
order and physical weaknesses. 
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ferocious enemies of kingly power; whose active virtues, and the 
memory of whose virtues, when it pleased Divine Providence that 
they should be active no more, have been the guide and guardian of 
his people through many a weary and many a stormy pilgrimage; 
scarce less a guide, and quite as much a guardian, in the cloud of 
his evening darkness, as in the brightness of his meridian day. 

That such a loss, and the recollections and reflections naturally 
arising from it, must have had a tendency to revive and refresh 
the attachment to monarchy, and to root that attachment deeper in 
the hearts of the people, might easily be shown by reasoning; but a 
feeling, truer than all reasoning, anticipates the result, and renders 
the process of argument unnecessary. So far, therefore, has this great 
calamity brought with it its own compensation, and conspired to the 
restoration of peace throughout the country with the measures 
adopted by Parliament. 

And, gentlemen, what was the character of those measures?— 
The best eulogy of them I take to be this: it may be said of them, as 
has been said of some of the most consummate productions of 
literary art, that, though no man beforehand had exactly anticipated 
the scope and the details of them, no man, when they were laid 
before him, did not feel that they were precisely such as he would 
himself have suggested. So faithfully adapted to the case which they 
were framed to meet, so correctly adjusted to the degree and nature 
of the mischief they were intended to control, that, while we all 
feel they have done their work, I think none will say there has been 
any thing in them of excess of supererogation. 

We were loudly assured by the reformers, that the test, through¬ 
out the country, by which those who were ambitious of seats in the 
new Parliament would be tried, was to be—whether they had sup¬ 
ported those measures. I have inquired, with as much diligence as 
was compatible with my duties here, after the proceedings of other 
eleetions; and, I protest I know no plaee yet, besides the hustings 
of Westminster and Southwark, at which that menaced test has 
been put to any candidates. To me, indeed, it was not put as a test, 
but objected as a charge. You know how that charge was answered: 
and the result is to me a majority of 1,300 out of 2,000 voters upon 
the poll. 

But, gentlemen, though this question has not, as was threatened— 
been the watchword of popular elections, every other effort has, 
nevertheless, been industriously employed to persuade the people, 
that their liberties have been essentially abridged by the regulation 
of popular meetings. Against that one of the measures passed by 
Parliament, it is that the attacks of the radical reformers have been 
particularly directed. Gentlemen, the first answer to this averment is, 
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that the act leaves untouchedall the constitutional modes of assembly 
which have been known to the nation since it became free. We are 
fond of dating our freedom from the Revolution. I should be glad 
to know in what period, since the Revolution (up to a very late 
period indeed, which I will specify)—in what period of those reigns 
growing out of the Revolution—I mean, of the first reigns of the 
House of Brunswick—did it enter into the head of man, that such 
meetings could be holden, or that the legislature would tolerate 
the holding of such meetings, as disgraced this kingdom for some 
months previous to the last session of Parliament? When, therefore, 
it is asserted, that such meetings were never before suppressed, the 
simple answer is—they were never before systematically attempted 
to be holden. 

I verily believe, the first meeting of the kind that was ever at¬ 
tempted and tolerated (I know of none anterior to it) was that called 
by Lord George Gordon, in St. George's fields, in the year 1780, 
which led to the demolition of chapels and dwelling-houses, the 
breaking of prisons, and the conflagration of London. Was England 
never free till 1780? Did British liberty spring to light from the 
ashes of the metropolis? What! was there no freedom in the reign 
of George the Second? None in that of George the First? None in 
the reign of Queen Anne or of King William? Beyond the Revolu¬ 
tion I will not go. But I have always heard, that British liberty was 
established long before the commencement of the late reign; nay, 
that in the late reign (according to popular politicians) it rather 
sunk and retrograded: and yet never till that reign was such an abuse 
of popular meetings dreamt of, much less erected into a right, not 
to be questioned by magistrates, and not to be controlled by Parlia¬ 
ment. 

Do I deny, then, the general right of the people to meet, to peti¬ 
tion, or to deliberate upon their grievances? God forbid. But social 
right is not a simple, abstract, positive, unqualified term. Rights are, 
in the same individual, to be compared with his duties; and rights 
in one person are to be balanced with the rights of others. Let us 
take this right of meeting in its most extended construction and most 
absolute sense. The persons who called the m&ting at Manchester 
tell you, that they had a right to collect together countless multitudes 
to discuss the question of parliamentary reform: to collect them when 
they would and where they would, without consent of magistrates, 
or concurrence of inhabitants, or reference to the comfort or con¬ 
venience of the neighbourhood. May not the peaceable, the indus¬ 
trious inhabitant of Manchester say, on the other hand, have a 
right to quiet in my house; I have a right to carry on my manufac¬ 
tory, on which not my existence only and that of my children, but 



CANNING 


25 


that of my workmen and their numerous families depends. I have 
a right to be protected, not against violence and plunder only, against 
fire and sword, but against the terror of these calamities, and against 
the risk of these inflictions; against the intimidation or seduction of 
my workmen; or against the distraction of that attention and the 
interruption of that industry, without which neither they nor I can 
gain our livelihood. I call upon the laws to afford me that protection; 
and, if the laws in this country cannot afford it, I and my manufac¬ 
turers must emigrate to some country where they can.'' Here is a 
conflict of rights, between which what is the decision? Which of 
the two claims is to give away? Can any reasonable being doubt? 
Can any honest man hesitate? Let private justice or public expedi¬ 
ency decide, and can the decision by possibility be other, than that 
the peaceable and industrious shall be protected—the turbulent and 
mischievous put down? 

But what similarity is there between tumults such as these, and 
an orderly meeting, recognized by the law for all legitimate purposes 
of discussion or petition? God forbid, that there should not be modes 
of assembly by which every class of this great nation may be brought 
together to deliberate on any matters connected with their interest 
and their freedom. It is, however, an inversion of the natural order 
of things, it is a disturbance of the settled course of society, to repre¬ 
sent discussion as every thing, and the ordinary occupations of life 
as nothing. To protect the peaceable in their ordinary occupations, 
is as much the province of the laws, as to provide opportunities of 
discussion for every purpose to which it is necessary and properly 
applicable. The laws do both; but it is no part of the contrivance 
of the laws, that immense multitudes should wantonly be brought 
together, month after month, and day after day, in places where the 
very bringing together of a multitude is of itself the source of terror 
and of danger. 

It is no part of the provision of the laws, nor is it in the spirit of 
them, that such multitudes should be brought together at the will 
of unauthorized and irresponsible individuals, changing the scene 
of meeting as may suit their caprice or convenience, and fixing it 
where they have neither property, nor domicil, nor connexion. The 
spirit of the law goes directly the other way. It is, if I may so express 
myself, eminently a spirit of corporation. Counties, parishes, town¬ 
ships, guilds, professions, trades, and callings, form so many local 
and political subdivisions, into which the people of England are 
distributed by the law: and the pervading principle of the whole is 
that of vicinage or neighbourhood; by which each man is held to act 
under the view of his neighbours; to lend his aid to them, to borrow 
theirs; to share their councils, their duties, and their burdens; and to 
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bear with them his share of responsibility for the act of any of the 
members of the community of which he forms a part. 

Observe, I am not speaking here of the reviled and discredited 
statute law only, but of that venerable common law to which our 
reformers are so fond of appealing on all occasions, against the statute 
law by which it is modified, explained, or enforced. Guided by the 
spirit of the one, no less than by the letter of the other, what man is 
there in this country who cannot point to the portion of society to 
which he belongs? If injury is sustained, upon whom is the injured 
person expressly entitled to come for redress? Upon the hundred, 
or the division in which he has sustained the injury. On what 
principle? On the principle, that as the individual is amenable to 
the division of the community to which he specially belongs, so 
neighbours are answerable for each other. Just laws, to be sure, and 
admirable equity, if a stranger is to collect a mob which is to set half 
Manchester on fire; and the burnt half is to come upon the other 
half for indemnity, while the stranger goes off, unquestioned, to 
excite the like tumult and produce the like danger elsewhere! 

That such was the nature, such the tendency, nay, that such, 
in all human probability, might have been the result, of meetings 
like that of the 16th of August,^- who can deny? Who that weighs 
all the particulars of that day, comparing them with the rumours and 
the threats that preceded it, will dispute that such might have been 
the result of that very meeting, if that meeting, so very legally assem¬ 
bled, had not, by the happy decision of the magistrates, been so very 
illegally dispersed? 

It is, therefore, not in consonance, but in contradiction to the spirit 
of the law, that such meetings have been holden. The law prescribes 
a corporate character. The callers of these meetings have always 
studiously avoided it. No summons of freeholders—none of freemen 
—none of the inhabitants of particular places or parishes—no ac¬ 
knowledgment of local or political classification. Just so at the 
beginning of the French Revolution: the first work of the reformers 
was to loosen every established political relation, every legal holding 
of man to man; to destroy every corporation, to dissolve every sub¬ 
sisting class of society, and to reduce the nation into individuals, in 
order, afterwards, to congregate them into mobs. 

Let no person, therefore, run away with the notion, that these 
things were done without design. To bring together the inhabitants 
of a particular division, or men sharing a common franchise, is to 
bring together an assembly, of which the component parts act with 
some respect and awe of each other. Ancient habits, which the re- 


** The meeting at Manchester which led to the so-called Peterloo massacre. 
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formers would call prejudices; preconceived attachments, which they 
would call corruption; that mutual respect which makes the eye of 
a neighbour a security for each man s good conduct, but which the 
reformers would stigmatize as a confederacy among the few for 
dominion over their fellows; all these things make men difficult to 
be moved, on the sudden, to any extravagant, and violent enterprize. 
But bring together a multitude of individuals, having no permanent 
relation to each other—no common tie, but what arises from their 
concurrence as members of that meeting, a tie dissolved as soon as 
the meeting is at an end; in such an aggregation of individuals there 
is no such mutual respect, no such check upon the proceedings of 
each man from the awe of his neighbour^s disapprobation; and, if 
ever a multitudinous assembly can be wrought up to purposes of 
mischief, it will be an assembly so composed. 

How monstrous is it to confound such meetings with the genuine 
and recognized modes of collecting the sense of the English people. 
Was it by meetings such as these that the Revolution was brought 
about, that grand event, to which our antagonists are so fond of 
referring? Was it by meetings in St. Georgc’s-fields? in Spa-fields? 
in Smithfields? Was it by untold multitudes collected in a village 
in the north? No! It was by the meeting of corporations, in their 
corporate capacity;—by the assembly of recognized bodies of the 
state; by the interchange of opinions among portions of the commu¬ 
nity known to each other, and capable of estimating each other's 
views and characters. Do wc want a more striking mode of remedy¬ 
ing grievances than this? Do we require a more animating example? 
And did it remain for the reformers of the present day to strike out 
the course by which alone Great Britain could make and keep her¬ 
self free? 

Gentlemen, all power is, or ought to be, accomplished by respon¬ 
sibility. Tyranny is irresponsible power. This definition is equally 
true, whether the power be lodged in one or many;—whether in a 
despot, exempted by the form of government from the control of 
the law; or in a mob, whose numbers put them beyond the reach 
of the law. Idle, therefore, and absurd, to talk of freedom where a 
mob domineers! Idle, therefore, and absurd, to talk of liberty, when 
you hold your property, perhaps your life, not indeed, at the nod of 
a despot, but at the will of an inflamed, and infuriated populace! 
If, therefore, during the reign of terror at Manchester, or at Spa- 
fields, there were persons in this country who had a right to complain 
of tyranny, it was they who loved the Constitution, who loved the 
monarchy, but who dared not utter their opinions or their wishes 

“ Meetings at which there were aspects of rioting. 
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until their houses were barricaded, and their children sent to a place 
of safety. That was tryanny! and, so far as the mobs were under 
control of a leader, that was despotism! It was against that tyranny, 
it was against that despotism, that Parliament at length raised its arm. 

All power, I say, is vicious that is not accompanied by propor¬ 
tionate responsibility. Personal responsibility prevents the abuse of 
individual power: responsibility of character is the security of men 
whose existence is permanent and defined. But strip such bodies of 
these qualities, you degrade them into multitudes, and then what 
security have you against any thing that they may do or resolve, 
knowing that, from the moment at which the meeting is at an end, 
there is no human being responsible for their proceedings? The 
meeting at Manchester, the meeting at Birmingham, the meeting at 
Spa-fields or Smithfields, what pledge could they give to the nation 
of the soundness or sincerity of their designs? The local character 
of Manchester, the local character of Birmingham, was not pledged 
to any of the proceedings to which their names were appended. A 
certain number of ambulatory tribunes of the people, self-elected to 
that high function, assumed the name and authority of whatever 
place they thought proper to select for a place of meeting; their 
rostrum was pitched, sometimes here, sometimes there, according 
to the fancy of the mob, or the patience of the magistrates; but the 
proposition and the proposer were in all places nearly alike; and 
when, by a sort of political ventriloquism, the same voice had been 
made to issue from half a dozen different corners of the country, it 
was impudently assumed to be a concord of sweet sounds, composing 
the united voice of the people of England! 

Now, gentlemen, let us estimate the mighty mischief that has 
been done to liberty by putting down meetings such as I have de¬ 
scribed. Let us ask, what lawful authority has been curtailed; let 
us ask, what respectable community has been defrauded of its fran¬ 
chise; let us ask, what municipal institutions have been violated by 
a law which fixes the migratory complaint to the spot whence it 
professes to originate, and desires to hear of the grievance from those 
by whom that grievance is felt;—which leaves to Manchester, as 
Manchester, to Birmingham, as Birmingham, tCt London, as London, 
all the free scope of utterance which they have at all times enjoyed 
for making known their wants, their feelings, their wishes, their 
remonstrances;—which leaves to each of these divisions its separate 
authority—to the union of all or of many of them the aggregate 
authority of such a consent and co-operation; but which denies to 
any itinerant hawker of grievances the power of stamping their 
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names upon his wares; of pretending, because he may raise an outcry 
at Manchester or at Birmingham, that he therefore speaks the sense 
of the town which he disquiets and endangers; or, still more pre¬ 
posterously, that because he has disquieted and endangered half a 
dozen neighbourhoods in their turn, he is, therefore, the organ of 
them all, and, through them, of the whole British people. 

Such are the stupid fallacies which the law of the last session 
has extinguished and such are the object and effect of the measures 
which British liberty is not to survive. 

To remedy the dreadful wound thus inflicted upon British liberty, 
—to restore to the people what the people have not lost—to give a 
new impulse to that spirit of freedom which nothing has been done 
to embarrass or restrain, we are invited to alter the constitution of 
that assembly through which the people share in the legislature; in 
short, to make a radical reform in the House of Commons.^^ 

“The remaining portion of the speech deals largely with Parliamentary 
reform. 



3. Address on the Kin^s Message Respecting 
Portugal 

Canning echoed, in a Parliament countries. Furthermore he felt that 

tary speech, the sentiments of the an obligation now existed to ren^ 

King^s message (December 12, der assistance to Portugal—in other 

1826) which expressed determina^ words, that the casus foederis had 

tion to leave *‘no effort unex- arisen. Bands of Portuguese rebels, 

hausted to awaken the Spanish armed and trained in S'pain, had 

Government to the dangerous con- carried terror to their own country, 

sequences' of aggression against Fie called, therefore, for a vote for 

England's ally, Portugal. He ex- the defense of Portugal. But he 

flained that national honor would met with some o'p'posing arguments 

permit no compromise on certain from members of the House and 

obligations such as were involved with an amendment, moved by 

in the alliance with Portugal, an Mr. Hume, "that the House be 

alliance renewed in the Treaty of called over this day week." Can- 

Vienna of 1815 but resting on the nings reply, which contains his 

Treaty of 1661 which gave Charles celebrated reference to the J^ew 

11 a wife and dowry and a task World, is given in the following 

of defending Portugal by land and extract. It may be found in 

sea, even as England itself, and Walsh's Selected Speeches of the 

also on a treaty of alliance of Right Honourable George Canning 

1703, contemporaneous with the and in Hansard’s The Parliamen- 

Methuen Treaty which regulated tary Debates (XV/ /N.SJ, 390- 

the commercial relations of the two 98). 

I rise, Sir, for the purpose of making a few observations, not so 
much in answer to any general arguments, as in reply to two or 
three particular objections which have been urged against the Ad¬ 
dress which I have had the honour to propose to the House. 

In the first place, I frankly admit to my honourable friend (Mr. 
Bankes,) the member for Dorsetshire, that 1 have understated the 
case against Spain—I have done so designed—I warned the House 
that I would do so—because I wished no further to impeach the 
conduct of Spain, than was necessary for establishing the casus 
foederis on behalf of Portugal, do have gone;Jurther—to have made 
a full statement of the case against Spain—would have been to 
preclude the very object which I have in view; that of enabling 
Spain to preserve peace without dishonour. 

The honourable gentleman (Mr. Bright) who spoke last, indeed, 
in his extreme love for peace, proposes expedients which, as it ap¬ 
pears to me, would render war inevitable. He would avoid inter¬ 
ference at this moment, when Spain may be yet hesitating as to the 
course which she shall adopt; and the language which he would 

30 



CANNING 


31 


hold to Spain is, in effect, this—‘Tou have not yet done enough to 
implicate British faith, and to provoke British honour. You have 
not done enough, in merely enabling Portuguese rebels to invade 
Portugal, and to carry destruction into her cities; you have not done 
enough in combing knots of traitors, whom, after the most solemn 
engagements to disarm and to disperse them, you carefully reassem¬ 
bled, and equipped and sent back with Spanish arms, to be plunged 
into kindred Portuguese bosoms. I will not stir for all these things. 
Pledged though I am by the most solemn obligations of treaty to 
resent attack upon Portugal as injurious to England, I love too 
dearly the peace of Europe to be goaded into activity by such trifles 
as these. No. But give us a good declaration of war, and then Ell 
come and light you with all my heart.’'—This is the honourable gen¬ 
tleman's contrivance for keeping peace. The more clumsy contriv¬ 
ance of His Majesty’s Government is this:—“We have seen enough 
to show to the world that Spain authorized, if she did not instigate, 
the invasion of Portugal”; and we say to Spain, “Beware, we will 
avenge the cause of our ally, if you break out into declared war; but, 
in the mean time, we will take effectual care to frustrate your con¬ 
cealed hostilities,” I appeal to my honourable friend, the member 
for Dorsetshire, whether he does not prefer this course of His Maj¬ 
esty’s Government, the object of which is to nip growing hostilities 
in the ear, to that of the gallant and chivalrous member for Bristol, 
who would let aggressions ripen into full maturity, in order that they 
may then be mowed down with the scythe of a magnificent war. 

My honourable friend (Mr. Bankes) will now see why it is that 
no papers have been laid before the House, d he facts which call for 
our interference in behalf of Portugal, are notorious as the noonday 
sun. That interference is our whole present object. To prove more 
than is sufficient for that object, by papers laid upon the table of 
this House, would have been to preclude Spain from that locus 
'penitentiae which we arc above all things desirous to preserve to her. 
It is difficult, perhaps, with the full knowledge which the Govern¬ 
ment must in such cases possess, to judge what exact portion of that 
knowledge should be meted out for our present purpose, without 
hazarding an exposure which might carry us too far. I know not 
how far I have succeeded in this respect; but I can assure the House 
that if the time should unfortunately arrive when a further exjx)si- 
tion shall become necessary, it will be found, that it was not for want 
of evidence that my statement of this day has been defective. 

An amendment has been proposed, purporting a delay of a week, 
but in effect, intended to prepuce a total abandonment of the object 
of the Address; and that amendment has Ix^en justified by a reference 
to the conduct of the Government, and to the language used by me 
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in this House, between three or four years ago. It is stated, and 
truly, that I did not then deny that cause for war had been given 
by France in the invasion of Spain, if we had then thought fit to 
enter into war on that account.^® But it seems to be forgotten that 
there is one main difference between that case and the present— 
which diflFerence, however, is essential and all sufficient. We were 
then free to go to war, if we pleased, on grounds of political expedi¬ 
ency. But we were not then hound to interfere, on behalf of Spain, 
as we now are bound to interfere on behalf of Portugal, by the obliga¬ 
tions of treaty. War might then have been our free choice, if we had 
deemed it politic: interference on behalf of Portugal is now our 
duty, unless we are prepared to abandon the principles of national 
faith and national honour. 

It is a singular confusion of intellect which confounds two cases 
so precisely dissimilar. Far from objecting to the reference 1823, 
I refer to that same occasion to show the consistency of the conduct 
of myself and my colleagues. We were then accused of truckling 
to France, from a pusillanimous dread of war. We pleaded guilty 
to the charge of wishing to avoid war. We described its inexpedi¬ 
ency, its inconveniences, and its dangers—Cdangers, especially of the 
same sort with those which I have hinted at to-day:) but we de¬ 
clared, that, although we could not overlook those dangers, those 
inconveniences and that inexpediency, in a case in which remote 
interest and doubtful policy were alone assigned as motives for war, 
we would cheerfully affront them all, in a case—if it should arrive— 
where national faith or national honour were concerned. Well, then, 
a case has now arisen, of which the essence is faith—of which the 
character is honour. And when we call upon the Parliament, not 
for offensive war—which was proposed to us in 1823—but for defen¬ 
sive armament, we are referred to our abstinence in 1823, as dis¬ 
qualifying us for exertion at the present moment: and arc told, that 
because we did not attack France on that occasion, we must not 
defend Portugal on this. I, Sir, like the proposers of the amendment, 
place the two cases of 1823 and 1826, side by side, and deduce from 
them, when taken together, the exposition and justification of our 
general policy. I appeal from the warlike preparations of to-day, 

Spanish situation troubled European statesmen from 1820 on. Span¬ 
ish revolutionists had forced reforms which caused French reactionaries to 
wish for intervention. Moreover, this French group feared the effect of the 
Portuguese King's action in granting a liberal constitution upon his return 
from a fourteen-year sojourn in Brazil. The Congress of Verona (1822) per¬ 
mitted French intervention of Spain, but Canning, who had opposed such 
procedure, finally decided on the policy which he herein mentions* He did 
help to thwart any attempt to conquer the Spanish colonies. 
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to the forbearance of 1823, in proof of the pacific character of our 
counsels; I appeal from the imputed tameness of 1823, to the Mes¬ 
sage of to-night, in illustration of the nature of those motives, by 
which a Government, generally pacific, may nevertheless be justly 
roused into action. 

Having thus disposed of the objections to the Address, I come next 
to the suggestions of some who profess themselves friendly to the 
purpose of it, but who would carry that purpose into effect by means 
which I certainly cannot approve. It has been suggested, Sir, that 
we should at once ship off the Spanish refugees now in this coun¬ 
try, for Spain; and that we should, by the repeal of the Foreign 
Enlistment Act, let loose into the contest all the ardent and irregular 
spirits of this country. Sir, this is the very suggestion which I have 
anticipated with apprehension, in any war in which this country 
might be engaged, in the present unquiet state of the minds of men 
in Europe. These are the expedients, the tremendous character of 
which I ventured to adumbrate rather than to describe, in the speech 
with which I prefaced the present motion. Such expedients I dis¬ 
claim. I dread and deprecate the employment of them. So far, 
indeed, as Spain herself is concerned, the employment of such means 
would be strictly, I might say, epigrammatically just. The Foreign 
Enlistment Act was passed in the year 1819, if not at the direct 
request, for the especial benefit of Spain. What right, then, would 
Spain have to complain if we should repeal it now, for the especial 
benefit of Portugal? 

The Spanish refugees have been harboured in this country, it is 
true; but on condition of abstaining from hostile expeditions against 
Spain; and more than once, when such expeditions have been 
planned, the British Government has interfered to suppress them. 
How is this tenderness for Spain rewarded? Spain not only harbours, 
and fosters, and sustains, but arms, equips, and marshals the trai¬ 
torous refugees of Portugal, and pours them by thousands into the 
bosom of Great Britain's nearest ally. So far, then, as Spain is 
concerned, the advice of those who would send forth against Spain 
such dreadful elements of strife and destruction, is, as I have ad¬ 
mitted, not unjust. But I repeat, again and again, that I disclaim 
all such expedients; and that I dread especially a war with Spain, 
because it is the war of all others in which, by the example and prac¬ 
tice of Spain herself, such expedients are most likely to be adopted. 
Let us avoid that war if we can—that is, if Spain will permit us to do 
so. But in any case, let us endeavour to strip any war—if war we 
must have—of that formidable and disastrous character which the 
honourable and learned gentleman (Mr. Brougham) has so elo¬ 
quently described; and which I was happy to hear him concur with 
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me in deprecating, as the most fatal evil by which the world could 
be afflicted. 

Sir, there is another suggestion with which I cannot agree, al¬ 
though brought forward by two honourable members (Sir R. Wilson 
and Mr. Baring,) who have, in the most handsome manner, stated 
their reasons for approving of the line of conduct now pursued by 
His Majesty’s Government. Those honourable members insist that 
the French army in Spain has been, if not the cause, the encourage¬ 
ment of the late attack by Spain against Portugal; that His Majesty’s 
Government were highly culpable in allowing that army to enter 
Spain; that its stay there is highly injurious to British interests and 
honour; and that we ought instantly to call upon France to withdraw 
it. 

There are. Sir, so many considerations connected with these prop¬ 
ositions, that were I to enter into them all, they would carry me 
far beyond what is either necessary or expedient to be stated on the 
present occasion. Enough, perhaps, it is for me to say, that I do not 
see how the withdrawing of the French troops from Spain, could effect 
our present purpose. I believe, Sir, that the French army in Spain 
is now a protection to that very party which it was originally called 
in to put down. Were the French army suddenly removed at this 
precise moment, I verily believe that the immediate effect of that 
removal would be, to give full scope to the unbridled rage of a 
fanatical faction, before which, in the whirlwind of intestine strife, 
the party least in numbers would be swept away. 

So much for the immediate effect of the demand which it is pro¬ 
posed to us to make, if that demand were instantly successful. But 
when, with reference to the larger question of a military occupation 
of Spain by France, it is averred, that by that occupation the relative 
situation of Great Britain and France is altered; that France is 
thereby exalted and Great Britain lowered, in the eyes of Europe;— 
I must beg leave to say, that I dissent from that averment. The 
House knows—the country knows—that when the French army was 
on the point of entering Spain, His Majesty’s Government did all in 
their power to prevent it; that we resisted it b^ all means, short of 
war. I have just now stated some of the reasons why we did not 
think the entry of that army into Spain, a sufficient ground for war; 
but there was in addition to those which I have stated, this peculiar 
reason,—that whatever effect a war, commenced upon the mere 
ground of the entry of a French army into Spain, might have, it 
probably would not have had the effect of getting that army out of 
Spain. In a war against France at that time, as at any other, you 
might, perhaps, have acquired military glory; you might, perhaps, 
have extended your colonial possessions; you might even have 
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achieved, at a great cost of blood and treasure, an honourable peace; 
but as to getting the French out of Spain, that would have been the 
one object which you, almost certainly, would not have accomplished. 
How seldom, in the whole history of the wars of Europe, has any 
war between two great Powers ended, in the obtaining of the exact, 
the identical object, for which the war was begun. 

Besides, Sir, I confess I think, that the effects of the French occu¬ 
pation of Spain have been infinitely exaggerated. 

I do not blame those exaggerations; because I am aware that they 
are to be attributed to the recollections of some of the best times of 
our history; that they are the echoes of sentiments, which in the days 
of William and of Anne, animated the debates and dictated the votes 
of the British Parliament. No peace was in those days thought safe 
for this country while the crown of Spain continued on the head of 
a Bourbon. But were not the apprehensions of those days greatly 
overstated?—Has the power of Spain swallowed up the power of 
maritime England?—Or does England still remain, after the lapse of 
more than a century, during which the crown of Spain has been 
worn by a Bourbon,—niched in a nook of that same Spain—Gibraltar; 
an cxrcupation which was contemporaneous with the apprehensions 
that I have described, and which has happily survived them? 

Again, Sir—is the Spain of the present day the Spain of which the 
statesmen of the times of William and Anne were so much afraid? 
Is it indeed the nation whose puissance was expected to shake Eng¬ 
land from her sphere? No, Sir, it was quite another Spain—it was 
the Spain, within the limits of whose empire the sun never set— 
it was the Spain ''with the Indies' that excited the jealousies and 
alarmed the imaginations of our ancestors. 

But then. Sir, the balance of power!—d he entry of the French 
army into Spain disturbed that balance, and we ought to have gone 
to war to restore it! I have already said, that when the French army 
entered Spain, we might, if we chose, have resisted or resented that 
measure by war. But were there no other means than war for restor¬ 
ing the balance of power?—Is the balance of power a fixed and un¬ 
alterable standard? Or is it not a standard perpetually varying, as 
civilization advances, and as new nations spring up, and take their 
place among established political communities? Tlie balance of 
power a century and a half ago was to be adjusted between France 
and Spain, the Netherlands, Austria, and England. Some years 
afterwards, Russia assumed her high station in European politics. 
Some years after that again, Prussia became not only a substantive, 
but a preponderating monarchy.—Thus, while the balance of power 
continued in principle the same, the means of adjusting it became 
more varied and enlarged. They became enlarged, in proportion to 
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the increased number of considerable states—in proportion, I may 
say, to the number of weights which might be shifted into the one 
or other scale. To look to the policy of Europe, in the times of 
William and Anne, for the purpose of regulating the balance of 
power in Europe at the present day, is to disregard the progress 
of events, and to confuse dates and facts which throw a reciprocal 
light upon each other. 

It would be disingenuous, indeed, not to admit that the entry 
of the French army into Spain was in a certain sense, a disparage¬ 
ment—an affront to the pride—a blow to the feelings of England;— 
and it can hardly be supposed that the Government did not sym¬ 
pathize, on that occasion, with the feelings of the people. But I 
deny that, questionable or censurable as the act might be, it was one 
which necessarily called for our direct and hostile opposition. Was 
nothing then to be done?—Was there no other mode of resistance, 
than by a direct attack upon France—or by a war to be undertaken 
on the soil of Spain? What, if the possession of Spain might be 
rendered harmless in rival hands—harmless as regarded us—and 
valueless to the possessors? Might not compensation for disparage¬ 
ment be obtained, and the policy of our ancestors vindicated, by 
means better adapted to the present time? If France occupied Spain, 
was it necessary, in order to avoid the consequences of that occupa¬ 
tion—that we should blockade Cadiz? No. I looked another way— 
I sought materials of compensation in another hemisphere. Contem¬ 
plating Spain, such as our ancestors had known her, I resolved that 
if France had Spain, it should not be Spain *'with the Indies” I 
called the New World into existence, to redress the balance of the 
Old. 

It is thus. Sir, that I answer the accusation brought against His 
Majesty's Government, of having allowed the French army to usurp 
and to retain the occupation of Spain. That occupation, I am quite 
confident, is an unpaid and unredeemed burden to France. It is a 
burden of which, I verily believe, France would be glad to rid her¬ 
self. But they know little of the feelings of the French Government, 
and of the spirit of the French nation, who do not know, that, worth¬ 
less or burdensome as that occupation may be, the way to rivet her 
in it would be, by angry or intemperate representations, to make the 
continuance of that occupation a point of honour. 

I believe. Sir, there is no other subject upon which I need enter 
into defence or explanation. The support which the address has 
received, from all parties in the House, has been such as would make 
it both unseemly and ungrateful in me to trespass unnecessarily 
upon their patience. In conclusion, Sir, I shall only once more 
declare, that the object of the Address, which I propose to you, is 
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not war:—its object is to take the last chance of peace. If you do not 
go forth, on this occasion, to the aid of Portugal, Portugal will be 
trampled down, to your irretrievable disgrace:—and then will come 
war in the train of national degradation. If, under the circumstances 
like these, you wait till Spain has matured her secret machinations 
into open hostility, you will in a little while have the sort of war 
required by the pacificators:—and who shall say where that war shall 
end? 



4 . The Catholic Question 

Canning rose for the first time sixteenth century. Penal laws 

as First Lord of the Treasury and came eventually to he largely un- 

Chancellor of the Exchequer (May enforced, hut restrictions on 'politi- 
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But to come to the present condition of that Question, I say again, 
it remains in this Government, in the state it was truly described 
to be in by Lord Castlereagh in 1812, and precisely as it has been 
since repeatedly described by myself; in short, as it was described to 
be in 1825, in a debate which took place in the month of March 
upon the state of Ireland; and in the very last debate in the last 
session of Parliament, in the same year, upon Catholic emancipation. 
On that occasion I used these words: '1 hold myself as perfectly free 
as any other member of this House, to pronounce an opinion upon 
this as a great national question, and as such, to give it my support, 
reserving only to myself the right of selecting the time when I am 
to give this support, and the manner in which it is to be afforded, 
according to my judgment of the degree of success which is likely 
to attend such an exertion.'^ These were the words I used then, 
and my opinions are not in the slightest degree varied at the present 
moment. Such was the footing upon which this question stood when 
I was the colleague of my right honourable friend; and such is the 
footing on which it stands now. Let it be observed, therefore, by 
those with whom I have formerly acted, and from whose objections 
on this occasion I do not shrink, however the acknowledgment I 
have made may be attempted to be converted into matter of opposi¬ 
tion, that, with those who form the present Cabinet, and some of 
whom formed part of the last, the Catholic Question now stands on 
the same ground as it stood on under Lord Liverpool's Government; 
—that is, it is a question which each member of the Government is at 
liberty, if he pleases, to bring forward in the Cabinet, or to propound 
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to Parliament; but if any member of the Government shall so bring 
it forward in either House of Parliament, he is bound distinctly to 
state that he does so in his individual capacity •only, and not as 
pledging his colleagues to his own opinions on the subject. This, 
Sir, is the position of the Catholic Question now; it is the same in 
which it was placed in the year 1812; it is the same in which it has 
now stood for fifteen years successively. That it should remain in 
this state is a fact which I know has been much objected to by many; 
but, if I consider the state of the country at large—the inclination of 
men's minds upon this matter in England as well as in Ireland— 
and the infinite difficulties which surround the attempt at present to 
alter that state—in my judgment, and in my conscience I believe it 
to be the only footing upon which it can be at present left; unless 
the views of partizans are to be consulted, the accomplishment of 
whose wishes on the one hand, or whose attempt to stifle free and 
growing opinions on the other, would, in the result, lead to a con¬ 
vulsion, in one part or other, of the United Kingdom. Now, Sir, 
I am not prepared for convulsion, in either. I would not raise hopes 
which I do not see any immediate means of realising. In making 
this observation, I am not speaking of the moral accomplishment 
of those hopes, but of exciting expectations without having good 
grounds to anticipate their immediate or speedy fulfilment. I re¬ 
member too well, and but a short memory indeed is required for that 
purpose, how much has been uttered in the way of complaint in 
debates of this House upon the Catholic Question, about things 
being said and done that had raised expectations in Ireland which 
ought not, it has been observed, to have been excited, unless the 
authorities from whom those acts and declarations emanated were 
prepared to follow them up. 

Now, Sir, it is precisely because of my not being at present pre¬ 
pared to follow them up, that I will not raise such expectations. 
Much and cordially as I agree with those who view the measure itself 
of emancipation, as calculated to tranquillize Ireland, I yet estimate 
very highly the degree of passive resistance to it, which exists in 
this country. I would not act against the feelings any more than I 
would against the interests of England. But if, looking to the char¬ 
acter and extent of that resistance, I am asked whether I despair 
of the ultimate success of the question, I answer, that I do not 
desp air that the good sense of the English people^ by candiT discu^ 
s7 oh,"^nd repeated consideration of it, will ultimately concede the 
question. 1 say, I think, Sir, the time will come, when well-meanmg 

” Pitt, perhaps unwittingly, had led proponents of Catholic emancipation 
to look forward to adequate legislation for that purpose. 
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and conscientious, and even intelligent people, now among the most 
strenuous and most honest opponents of the great measure, will look 
back with a degree of surprise, and almost incredulity, at the opposi¬ 
tion which they have, up to this time, manifested to it. But, though 
I think this, I am not prepared to run counter, in the mean time, to 
English feelings. A single week of peace in England, is worth a 
much larger portion of time devoted to the accomplishment of a 
great, but yet, partly, a theoretical, good, in another portion of the 
empire. Though I thus confidently expect the dawn, I am by no 
means prepared to hasten it; though I know the present darkness 
upon this subject—for darkness I must consider it—will be succeeded 
by a great illumination in the minds of men, I am disposed to watch 
patiently the progress of that enlightenment. This result, I heartily 
hope, but I will not endeavour to anticipate it by any attempt to force 
the judgments of the community. 

I hope I have now, Sir, given the honourable gentlemen every 
satisfactory explanation upon the topics which have been this night 
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So far as I am aware, I have kept nothing back; but when I am 
taunted by questions such as that which some honourable gentlemen 
have put to me, whether I do not know that in the very 'penetralia 
of the royal breast there exist feelings repugnant to the Catholic 
claims, I reply, that I would venerate in that most illustrious individ¬ 
ual, as I did in his royal father, the repugnant feelings which actuate 
him on this question. I would hurt no feelings, as I have already 
said, of that nature. But if I am asked by that honourable gentle¬ 
man, whether I think the Coronation Oath is any obstacle in the 
way of concession on the part of the Crown, I answer. No. No more 
did Lord Liverpool—no more did my right honourable friend him¬ 
self (Mr. Peel); and if the time shall ever come when it may be 
necessary to argue this question, I shall derive my best argument, for 
the view I take of that point, from the opinions which have already 
been addressed to Parliament upon the subject by those great 
authorities. Let not, then, the people of England take up the notion, 
that, by the carrying of the Catholic Question, the peace of their 
CQuntry would be endangered. The time has passed when those 
pernicious influences, which have been so much adverted to, could 
be any longer exercised by the Catholic Church, with any 
effect upon its peace or its welfare. But do the honourable gentle¬ 
men, who so much deprecate all discussion of this question imagine 
that discussion can be avoided? Do they suppose that if we will 
not consider it, it is a question which will sleep? Or do they believe, 
that if it should sleep, it will be awakened by any other than a 
dreadful and deplorable emergency? No, Sir, we must look it in the 
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face. We must not turn from it. But, though I believe that it is a 
question which has gained strength from the change which has taken 
place in the Government—(a change, God knows! not of my seeking, 
but arising out of the King's determination)—though I concur with 
those who imagine that it is a cause which has acquired additional 
power—I would not force it by pressing it upon Parliament now any 
more than I did when I formed, with my right honourable friend 
near me, one of the Government of Lord Liverpool. 

I am not conscious that I have omitted to reply to any of the 
matters which have been suggested to me; but if I have, I shall be 
sincerely obliged to any querist who will remind me, be he who he 
may, of any such omissions. 

I trust I have succeeded in showing that I am, where I have the 
honour to be, not by my own solicitation, but by the pleasure of my 
Sovereign. I had previously recommended the formation of an Ad¬ 
ministration, from which I should have been excluded. That plan 
was rejected by those whom it embraced, and another proposed in 
its stead, to which I could not have acceded, without, at the same 
time, recording my acknowledgment that the opinions of my past 
political life, upon one of the most important of all the questions 
which I have ever been called on to consider, furnished a justifiable 
ground of exclusion from the highest office in the Government. I 
will conclude, by repeating one or two remarks which I remember 
to have made to the House in 1822. I was then appointed to a post, 
which I owed not to the favour of His Majesty's Government, but 
to the commands of His Majesty himself: a post, fraught with 
wealth, distinction, and honour.^® From this post I was recalled 
immediately after my nomination to it, contrary to my own feelings 
and wishes, to hold office in this country. I made the sacrifice—(to a 
poor man, be it permitted me to say, no indifferent or trivial one), 
—without hesitation, and—so help me God—without any stipulations. 
But if. Sir, when that proposal to take office was made to me, it 
had been accompanied—(as in fairness it should have been, if I was 
to be ousted on account of the opinions that have since been excepted 
against me)—with this sort of intimation from the Ministers who 
recalled me: —'Though we call you into the Government, because 
your services are necessary to us, yet remember, that if, by any un¬ 
fortunate chance, the highest situation in that Government should 
become vacant, and should in all other respects be eligible for a per¬ 
son holding your situation in Parliament and in the councils of the 
country—remember, that because you support the Catholic claims 
you are to waive all pretensions to it." If their proposal, I say, had 
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been accompanied with such an intimation, I would, with the same 
disdain and indignation with which I have more recently rejected 
their offer to serve under a Protestant Premier (using the term 
Protestant in the familiar sense only in which we are accustomed 
to use it in discussions of this kind), have rejected that proposal, 
containing, as it would have done, a condition which I should have 
regarded as the badge of my helotism, and as the indelible disgrace 
of my political existence. 



5 , Parliamentary Reform—Repeal of the Test Act 


Mr. Canning gave the following 
reply to critics who asserted that 
he refused to answer questions con¬ 
cerning the principles and forma¬ 
tion of his administration. The 
speech is inserted not only because 
it portrays early nineteenth-century 
Parliamentary procedure hut also be¬ 


cause it gives evidence of Canning*s 
reliance upon a utilitarian philos¬ 
ophy rather than the concepts of 
the French school. It may be found 
in Therrys The Speeches of the 
Right Honourable George Canning 
(Vol. VI) or in Hansard (XVll 
/N.SJ, 539-4] [May 3, 1827]). 


MR. CANNING then rose, and said:—I hope that the House will 
permit me to say a very few words in reply to the very didactic 
speech of the honourable baronet who has just favoured the House 
with his opinions, and in explanation of my observation upon a 
former occasion. The speech of the honourable baronet refers 
principally to the reception which I have given to a question ad¬ 
dressed to me in the commencement of this debate. I do not object 
to that question itself upon any considerations connected with its 
object; but I must take leave to say that 1 have never known, in the 
whole of my parliamentary experience, those rules which courtesy 
points out, and which convenience sanctions, to have been violated 
to so great a degree by any member of this House, as in that instance. 
Upon the understanding that the answer is to be a mere matter of 
courtesy, it sometimes does happen that a member, Mthout any 
previous notice, asks leave to put a brief question to the Minister, 
upon a subject of pressing importance. Such I have (speaking from 
my own recollection and experience) always understood to be the 
course; but I never, I repeat, recollect any instance of a question 
without notice being accompanied by a speech such as we have this 
night heard from the honourable member opposite (Mr. Dawson). 
This was my impression, and I have since consulted others, who 
declare it to be theirs also, and pronounced to be a correct one. That 
any honourable member, under the pretence of asking a question, 
should seize the opportunity of introducing a motion, and that mo¬ 
tion too thrust forward in the middle of another motion of great and 
paramount importance,—the business of the evening,—and the discus¬ 
sion upon which the House was most anxiously awaiting, is, how¬ 
ever, I repeat, a circumstance altogether unprecedented in the annals 
of Parliament. To that question thus put to me, and under these 
circumstances, I applied my observation, when I said the attempt 
was only calculated to excite disgust. There is a consequence, too, 
resulting from it which the honourable gentleman does not forsee; 
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and that is, that no Minister, if such a course be pursued, will feel 
himself bound to answer questions at all, of which ample and regular 
notice is not given. The honourable member made it a matter of 
complaint against me, and alleged it as a reason for his conduct, that 
I was not in my place at the time he expected, and when he wished 
his question to be answered. But did not the honourable gentlemen 
recollect it was usual, in such cases, to have the courtesy to give 
some notice of a member s intention? If he had given me the slight¬ 
est intimation that he intended to put any question to me, it cer¬ 
tainly would have brought me down instantly to give a reply; but, 
even then, I might have felt not a little surprised at the course 
pursued by the honourable member—a course so absurd and so in¬ 
convenient that any one must see it could not for a moment be 
tolerated. I rejoice. Sir, however, that the standard of opposition 
is at length unfurled in this House. Such an act is, to me, worth 
a thousand professions of qualified neutrality. In whatever mind 
the feeling of opposition lurks, let it come boldly forth, and boldly 
will I meet it. There have been one or two questions put to me— 
I trust the House will extend its indulgence to me, while I briefly 
answer them. I am asked what I mean to do on the subject of 
parliamentary reform? Why, I say—to oppose it—to oppose it to the 
end of my life in this House, as hitherto I have done. I am asked 
what I intend to do respecting the repeal of the Test and Corpora¬ 
tion Acts? My answer is—to oppose it too. It has happened by some 
accident that the Test Act is one of the few subjects upon which 
it has never yet been my lot to pronounce an opinion fully in this 
House; but I have an opinion upon it, and I do not hesitate to 
declare it. I think that the exertions of the Legislature ought to be 
directed to the redress of practical and not theoretical grievances. 
I think that any meddling with the Test Act—of which the alleged 
grievances are comparatively theoretical might tend to prejudice 
that great question (the Catholic Question), which is attended with 
real practical and pressing grievances to those whom the present 
laws relating to it affect, and the success of which I have most truly 
at heart. I will, therefore, oppose the repeal. I hope I have spoken 
out. I hope I have made myself clearly unde?§tood. As to the charge 
brought against me by the honourable baronet (Sir E. Knatchbull), 
that the Government, when called upon to give an answer upon the 

"According to the Test Act (1673) holders of military and civil office 
were obliged to receive the sacrament according to the Church of England 
and declare by oath their disbelief in transubstantiation. The Corporation 
Act (1661) provided a religious test for holders of office in a corporate town. 

^ Dissenters were annually forgiven for breaking the law by the passage 
of an indemnity act. 
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subject of its composition and its policy, left the answer to those who 
had no apparent interest in the question, or connection with it. 
Sir, I deny the charge. I say, without hesitation, that the accusation 
is untrue. I did not shrink from the question. The question to 
which the honourable baronet adverted was not addressed to me. I 
never have shrunk—I never will shrink—from explanation or defence, 
whether the charge preferred against me, be conveyed in the avowed 
hostility of the open and manly foe, or in the less dangerous insinua¬ 
tion of the disavowed opponent. 



6 . The Corn Trade 


Mr. Canning found himself, 
during the debate on the Corn 
Amendment Bill, op'posed to mem¬ 
bers who desired to go back toward 
the principle of higher protection 
for grain. High protection had 
been assured, both for security rea¬ 
sons and for the benefit of the ag¬ 
ricultural class, by the arrangement 
in 1815 which fixed 80s. as the 
price at which import of wheat 
was to become duty-free. By a stat¬ 
ute of 1822 the figure was changed 
to 70s. In neither case did the 
plan function well, and Canning, 
working in conjunction with the 
famous economist, William Hus- 
kisson, got through the House of 
Commons in 1827 the principle of 
the sliding scale whereby imports 
might come in on the basis of a 
20s. duty when the price had fal¬ 


len to 60s., the duty to fall as 
prices rose and vice versa. Wel¬ 
lington caused the Lords to accept 
an amendment that wrecked the 
principle, and Canning, in order 
to care for an immediate emer¬ 
gency, proposed to admit wheat 
now in warehouses in the country 
or which had been shipped from 
Canada, according to the terms of 
the plan which the House of 
Commons had recently accepted. 
Both Houses eventually agreed. 
Canning, himself, like Pitt the 
Younger, possessed proclivities to¬ 
ward theories of free trade. The 
following speech may be found in 
Therry*s The Speeches of the 
Right Honourable George Can¬ 
ning (Vol. VI) or in Hansard 
(XVII [N.S.], 1337-38 [June 18, 
1827]). 


MR. CANNING rose to reply:—I shall trespass on the indulgence 
of the House for a very few minutes, in reply to the only objection 
I have heard advanced to the Resolution which I have had the 
honour of proposing. My answer to the only objection I can recol¬ 
lect will be brief—but I beg to begin by replying to a question which 
has been put to me by an honourable gentleman opposite. He asks 
me whether I do not think it right to protect the agricultural inter¬ 
est? I do consider that the agricultural interest ought to be protected, 
aye, and protected too as a primary interest of the country. Such 
is the bounden duty of this House. But I also consider, that the 
course of legislation, pursued for some yeajs past, has not been to 
promote the permanent interest of the agriculturists. The mistaken 
views that had obtained, and the erroneous notions that were acted 
upon, in the period that I allude to, are in no instance more flagrant 
—not that I mean to cast blame on those who committed these mis¬ 
takes, and it was by accident that I did not participate in the acts 
which led to them—but the erroneous notions that they had acted 
upon, appear, in no instance, more flagrant than in the operation of 
the Acts of 1815 and 1822. Can any man look to the consequences 
of these bills, and say, they have not been most grievous to the 
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agricultural interest? I must also say, that I consider the bill now 
before the House of Lords, calculated, had they been pleased to 
adopt it, to afford more secure protection to that interest, than any 
other measure whatever that has hitherto been proposed, professing 
to have that object in view. I consider that it was calculated to 
produce that which, of all effects, I should consider most desirable, 
not highness nor lowness, but steadiness of price. I consider that it 
was calculated to guard against those ruinous fluctuations which, ever 
since the bill of 1815, have pressed with alternate but equal violence 
on, as they are called, the two conflicting interests, which, I say, are 
not conflicting, but consentient interests—fluctuations which, in times 
of plenty, caused alarm; and in times of scarcity, aggravated the 
miseries of famine. The adoption of the bill in the House of Lords 
would have gone a greater way to curb those evils and prevent their 
recurrence, than any measure, which, in my memory, or in that of 
all those with whom I have conversed on the subject, has yet been 
presented to the consideration of Parliament. It was upon that 
ground, and not from any undue partiality for a particular plan, that 
I originally gave my concurrence to the bill that passed this House. 
And I beg to inform the House, that, unless I find reason to alter 
my present opinion, it is something very like that bill which will 
receive my support. 

The principle of the measure that will receive my support, is one 
which, rendering the Corn Trade, instead of a series of successive 
speculations and experiments, instead of being mutually ruinous to 
the home trader, as well as to the foreign trader or importer, will 
make it mutually a matter of convenience—will make it, in short, a 
trade which would assist, and be beneficial to both, and, at the 
same time, be conformable to the interests of the country at large. 
Such are the grounds on which I shall approve a bill, and such 
ought to be the grounds, and those only, on which Parliament should 
grant its sanction to any measure whatever connected with the trade 
in corn. 
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S TRIKING, indeed, is the contrast between Canning and the 
Duke of Wellington (1769-1852) who, five months after the 
former s death, formed a ministry. Both were members of the 
Tory party, but they were far apart in ideas of both foreign and 
domestic policy. Wellington opposed Canning's solution of 
Spanish-American difficulties and, himself a defender of the 
landed interests, was none too friendly to the commercial class 
which was destined to reap so rich an ingathering from Can¬ 
ning s activity. If Canning felt at times the need of support from 
important elements of the country and the press, the Duke, in 
contrast, was suspicious of popular movements, cared little for 
public opinion, hated news writers, and thought that newspapers 
were 'absolutely incapable of understanding, much less of stat¬ 
ing the truth on any subject." Unlike Canning, he supported 
George against Caroline. He was against Catholic emancipation 
which Canning favored; but they both agreed in their opposition 
to Parliamentary reform. 

Wellington's ideas, moreover, are of peculiar interest because 
in the perplexities of the early nineteenth century he revealed 
much of the feeling of an eighteenth-century aristocrat:^ charac¬ 
ter molded by tradition was a test of men for him rather than 
training based upon the individual's abilities and aptitude. The 
French Revolution and its theories, says a recent biographer,^ 
lay like a shadow across him, a warning never to be forgotten. 

Mention of Wellington's activity prior to 1815 is hardly neces¬ 
sary. The man who in 1809 was made Viscount Wellington of 
Talavera and in 1814 first Duke of Wellington was bom as 

' Sir Herbert Maxwell, The Life of Wellington (Boston: Little, Brown and 
Company, 1899), II, 141, 

•Oliver Brett, Wellington (London; William Heinemann, Ltd., 1928), p. 
292. 
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Arthur Wellesley, fourth son of Garrett Wellesley, first Earl of 
Momington. Never very clever at school, he was commissioned 
in the Army and gained much valuable military and some politi¬ 
cal experience in India. His return to England in 1805 led first 
to the appointment as Chief Secretary of Ireland and later to the 
conduct of the campaign in the Iberian Peninsula against Na¬ 
poleonic forces. The victory at Waterloo naturally made him the 
hero of the day. But the long experience in warfare had taught 
him to give commands and to accept the burden of responsibility 
without consultation with others, and when a desire to remain 
active drew him to the fields of diplomacy and politics he pos¬ 
sessed neither the training nor the tact nor perhaps the abilities 
for tasks which were thrust upon him.® In English domestic af¬ 
fairs he was lacking in fundamental knowledge of political and 
social questions, and he was destined to find both Cabinet and 
nation unlike an army in their hesitancy to obey orders. 

Wellington remained away from home most of the time from 
1815 to 1818 in order to deal with questions concerning the oc¬ 
cupation of France. From 1818 to his death in 1852 he was an 
active figure in domestic affairs and his political influence was 
evidenced by the fact that he was largely responsible for the 
appointment of Canning to the Foreign Office in 1822. He was 
destined, however, to experience a growing distrust of the latter’s 
policy, and finally he became so bitter that, when Canning as¬ 
sumed Liverpool’s place, Wellington resigned from the Cabinet 
and from the leadership of the Army. 

But he himself was leader of the government in January 1828 
and immediately found disturbing problems confronting his ad¬ 
ministration. Within a month he was working on the repeal of 
the Test and Corporation Acts. Wellington’s reasons for action 
are given in “Corporation and Test Acts Repeal Bill” (page 55). 
Lord Eldon and others of the old Tory group were displeased by 
the course of events. But if this Tory group was aroused at the 
repeal of Test and Corporation Acts, it became sullen and sour 
at Catholic emancipation. The Duke in spite of a statement of 
intentions to the contrary^ gave way before pressure. For his 

*Cf. Richard Aldington, Wellington (London: William Heinemann, Ltd., 
1946), p. 253. 

‘Cf. Hansard, XIX (N.S.), 167. 
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explanations, see “Catholic Emancipation,” page 58. A further 
consideration of his attitude toward religious questions may be 
found in “Additional Problems in Church and State Relation¬ 
ships” (page 71). Wellington’s administration was plagued 
much by the economic distress of the nation that had continued 
from the Panic of 1825. That the Duke himself had clear vision 
on the situation may be gleaned from “The State of the Coun¬ 
try” (page 77). But the hindrance to his continuation in office 
and the opportunity for a Whig revival of power were presented 
in the question of Parliamentary reform. His own famous speech 
on November 2, 1830, expressed his opinions so clearly that it 
is sometimes said to have precipitated immediately the struggle 
on the question (cf. “Parliamentary Reform,” page 82). The 
Radical Examiner, mindful alike of the impressions caused by 
his surrender on two political questions and of another momen¬ 
tous problem on the horizon, needed but a revised nursery rhyme 
to sum up the situation: 

Heigh diddle diddle. 

The Duke is the riddle; 

The cow has le’pt over the moon. 

The cunning dogs laugh to see such fine sport. 

And the Whigs fall a licking the spoon. 

Wellington continued to oppose change even after his adminis¬ 
tration was ended both in the days of Chartism (page 84) and 
during a period of enthusiasm for Owenite socialism (page 86). 

At the expiration of the Whig administration, Wellington 
again held position in 1834, first taking general charge of the 
government until Peel found it possible to get home from Rome 
and later becoming Foreign Secretary. After 1835, however, he 
held no important office though the Conservatives deemed it 
necessary to leave him in the Cabinet without office and the 
Whigs, especially under Melbourne, found it convenient to rely 
upon his moderation, when he was in opposition, as an antidote 
to radicalism. His death in 1852 was accompanied by tangible 
evidence of the respect and esteem in which he was held by his 
countrymen; the outward symbol of the popular sentiment 
which has impressed later generations, however, has not been so 
much the watchful gaze of the million and half who looked 
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upon the funeral procession but rather the tribute which an 
outstanding poet of the age paid in one of the greatest of odes: 

O friends, our chief state-oracle is mute! 

Mourn for the man of long-enduring blood, 

The statesman-warrior, moderate, resolute. 

Whole in himself, a common good. 

Mourn for the man of amplest influence, 

Yet clearest of ambitious crime, 

Our greatest yet with least pretence. 

Great in council and great in war. 

Foremost captain of his time, 

Rich in saving common-sense, 

And, as the greatest only are, 

In his simplicity sublime. 

As a speaker Wellington was far from brilliant. His articula¬ 
tion was indistinct, his diction bleak; he made no pretensions 
to eloquence. But he had clear understanding and, as Greville 
said, “a bold, manly and high tone, not like a practised debater, 
but a man with a vigorous mind and determined character. 
What he says is much to the point; no nonsense or verbiage; 
he says strongly and simply what he has to say.” To Disraeli’s 
thinking he possessed “a gruff, husky sort of a downright Mon- 
taigneish naivet^ about him which is quaint, unusual, and tells.” 
He did not lack ability to persuade, and, if, as is sometimes said, 
he explained the Battle of Waterloo so well that George IV was 
ever after able to imagine himself an actual spectator of the 
event, perhaps, upon occasion, the Duke could make use of 
histrionicism. 



1. Corporation and Test Acts Repeal Bill 


The following speech, express¬ 
ing very briefly but clearly Wel¬ 
lingtons reasons for advocating a 
change in laws that dealt with 
church and state relationships, was 
given in the House of Lords on 
April 17, 1828. It can be found in 


Hansard (XV111 [JSI.S.], 1502-5). 
Additional data on the subject of 
religious disabilities can be found 
in Canning^s speeches, **The Cath¬ 
olic Question” (page 38) and "Par¬ 
liamentary Reform—Repeal of the 
Test Act” (page 43), in chapter 2. 


The Duke of Wellington said:~I did not mean to trouble your lord- 
ships with my opinions on the present measure in this stage of the 
proceedings, and I should have reserved what I intended to offer for 
a future opportunity, had it not been for the statements of my noble 
and learned friend,^ relative to the line of conduct adopted by gov¬ 
ernment, when the present bill was first brought forward in the other 
House. It is certainly true, that my right honourable friends in the 
other House did oppose the bill when it was first introduced to their 
notice: and the principle on which they opposed it was, that although 
they did not approve entirely of the existing law on the subject, they 
had found it to conduce so much to the advantage of Church and 
State, without impairing the religious peace of the country—a peace 
which has been enjoyed by this country in a greater degree than by any 
other—that they conceived we might risk the loss of our present ad¬ 
vantages, if the system under which those advantages had been at¬ 
tained and preserved should be inconsiderately abrogated. That 
principle it was on which they opposed the bill in the first instance. 
Afterwards, however, on finding that a large majority of the House of 
Commons agreed to the bill, and that many who opposed it, opposed 
it on grounds not applicable to the measure now before your lord- 
ships, my right honourable friends adopted the measure with an 
amendment, which, in their opinion, afforded ample security to the 
Church, at the same time that the bill itself as modified, appeared 
to be calculated, so far from impairing, to improve the religious 
peace which this country has so long enjoyed. On that principle it 
was, that the measure, which had been originally opposed by my 
right honourable friends connected with government in the other 
House, afterwards received their concurrence and support. 

I fully agree with my noble friend, that the security of the 
Church of England, and the union existing between it and the 
State, depend neither on the law about to be repealed by the pres¬ 
ent bill, nor upon the provisions of this measure itself. That union 


® Lord Eldon. 
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and security, which we must all desire to see continued, depend 
upon the oath taken by his majesty, to which we are all, in our 
respective stations, parties, and not only on that oath, but on the 
act of Settlement, and the different acts of union from time to time 
agreed to; all of which provide for the intimate and inseparable 
union of Church and State, and for the security of both. 

The question we have to consider is, what security does the exist¬ 
ing system of laws as they now stand, afford the Church Estab¬ 
lishment. My lords, I am very dubious as to the amount of security 
afforded through the means of a system of exclusion from office, to 
be carried into effect by a law which it is necessary to suspend by 
an annual act, that admits every man into office whom it was the 
intention of the original framers of that law to exclude. It is per¬ 
fectly true, it was not the intention of those who brought in that 
Suspension-law originally, that Dissenters from the Church of Eng¬ 
land should be permitted to enter into corporations under its pro¬ 
visions. The law was intended to relieve those whom time or 
circumstances had rendered unable to qualify themselves according 
to the system which government devised. It has also been said, that 
the Dissenters availed themselves of the relaxation of the law for 
the purpose of getting into corporations; and this the law allowed. 

\A^at security then, I ask, my lords, is to be found in the exist¬ 
ing system? So far from Dissenters being excluded by the Corpora¬ 
tion and Test acts from all corporations—so far is this from being 
the fact—that some corporations are absolutely and entirely in the 
possession of Dissenters. Can you suppose, my lords, that the repeal 
of laws so inoperative as these can afford any serious obstacle to the 
perfect security of the Church, and the permanent union of that 
establishment with the State? The fact is, that the existing laws 
have not only failed completely in answering their intended pur¬ 
pose, but are anomalous and absurd—anomalous in their origin, 
absurd in their operation. If a man were asked the question, on his 
election to any corporate office, whether he had received the Sacra¬ 
ment of the Church of England, and he said '‘No,'' then he lost 
every vote that had been tendered on his behalf, and there was an 
end of his election; but if, on the contrary,'^by accident or design 
he got in without the question relative to the Sacrament being put 
to him, then the votes tendered for him were held good, and his 
election valid; so that no power could remove him from the office 
which he held. I ask my noble and learned friend, is there any 
security in that? My noble and learned friend says, that the original 
intention of the framers of these acts was, that the Sacrament should 
not be taken by Dissenters; but the law requires that a man, on 
entering into any corporation, shall receive the Sacrament without 
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regard to his religious belief. Thus, my lords, an individual whose 
object it is to get into a particular office, may feel disposed, naturally 
enough, to take the Sacrament before his election, merely as a 
matter of form, and thus a sacred rite of our Church is prostituted 
to a shameful and scandalous purpose. 

I confess, my lords, I should have opposed this bill if I thought it 
calculated to weaken the securities at present enjoyed by the 
Church. I consider the opposition offered in the first instance, by 
my right honourable friends in the other House of Parliament, as 
arising out of a desire to preserve the religious peace of the country, 
at the same time that they secured the integrity of the Establish¬ 
ment. My right honourable friends at first contemplated the exist¬ 
ing system as having given religious peace to this country for forty 
years. I repeat that, during forty years, that peace has never been 
disturbed, nor the question which is now before your lordships 
agitated. But, my lords, the subject of security and of religious 
peace was fully discussed in the other House, through which the 
hill before your lordships was carried by a large majority, and it now 
comes before your lordships and is opposed by a small minority 
here. Under these circumstances, I conceive that the present meas¬ 
ure comes before you with no trifling recommendations. You have 
had petitions from many parishes in this kingdom, and from various 
societies of professing Christians, all tending to show that religious 
rancour and animosity can alone be generated by a perseverance in 
the present system, and that their contraries may be expected to 
arise out of a departure from it. To these sentiments I think it is 
our duty to consent, taking the chance for religious peace which 
the majority of the House of Commons consider as likely to arise, 
and to be continued, out of the present measure, conjoined with 
some degree of security—perhaps all the security necessary—offered 
to the Church. I, therefore, think it advisable to entertain the 
proposition submitted to you by the noble lord. By agreeing to it, 
you will attain the advantages to which I have alluded, at the same 
time, that you will ensure a security fully equivalent to the security, 
if security I may call it, which your lordships are about to repeal, by 
agreeing to the bill now before you. 
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This speech can he found in Further background will he found 
Hansard (XXI /N.S.], 41-58). It in the comments on Canning's 
was delivered on behalf of the sec- speech, **The Catholic Question/* 
ond reading of the Roman Cath- in chapter 2 of this hook (page 
oUc Relief Bill (April 2, 1829). 38). 

The Duke of Wellington rose and addressed their lordships as 
follows:—It is now my duty to move your lordships to read this bill 
a second time, and to explain to your lordships the grounds on 
which I recommend this measure to your lordships' attention. I may 
be under the necessity of requesting a larger portion of your time 
and attention, upon this occasion, than I have hitherto been in the 
habit of doing; but I assure you, my lords, that it is not my inten¬ 
tion to take up one instant of your time with respect to myself, or 
my own conduct in this transaction, any further than to express my 
regret, that I should differ in opinion on this subject from so many 
of those for whom I entertain the highest respect and regard. I 
must, however, state, that I consider the part which I have taken 
upon this subject as the performance of a public duty, absolutely 
incumbent upon me; and I will say, that no private regard, no 
respect for the opinion of any noble lord, could induce me to depart 
from the course which I have considered it my duty to adopt. I 
must likewise say this—that, comparing my own opinions with that 
of others, upon this subject, I have, during the period I have been in 
office, had opportunities of forming a judgment upon this subject, 
which others have not possessed; and they will admit, that I should 
not have given the opinion I have given, if I was not intimately and 
firmly persuaded that that opinion was a just one. 

My lords, the point which I shall first bring under your lordships 
consideration is the state of Ireland. I know that, by some, it has 
been considered that the state of Ireland has nothing to do with this 
question—that it is a subject which ought to be left entirely out of 
our consideration. My lords, they tell us, thai Ireland has been dis¬ 
turbed for the last thirty years—that it is a disturbance we have 
been accustomed to—and that therefore it does not at all alter the 
circumstances of the case, as they have hitherto appeared to this 
House. My lords, it is perfectly true that Ireland has been disturbed 
during the long period I have stated; but within the last year or 
two political circumstances have, in no small degree, occasioned 
that agitation. Besides that, my lords, I must say,—although I have 
no positive legal proof of the fact,—I have every reason to believe, 
that there has been a considerable organization of the people, for 
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the purposes of mischief. My lords, this organization is, it appears 
to me, to be proved, not only by the declarations of those who 
formed and who arranged it, but likewise by the effects which it 
has produced in the election of churchwardens throughout the 
country—in the circumstances attending the election for the 
county of Clare in the circumstances that preceded and followed 
that election—in the proceedings of the gentleman who went at the 
head of a body of men to the north of Ireland—in the simultaneous 
proceedings of various bodies of men in the south of Ireland, in 
Templemore, Killenaule, Cahir, Clonmel, and other places—in the 
proceedings of another gentleman in the king s county, ^ and in the 
recall of the former gentleman from the north of Ireland by the 
Roman Catholic Association. In all these circumstances it is quite 
obvious to me, that there was an organization and direction of the 
people, proceeding from some superior authority; and this organiza¬ 
tion has certainly produced a state of society in Ireland which we 
have not heretofore witnessed, and an aggravation of all the evils 
which had before afflicted that unfortunate country. 

My lords, late in the year a considerable town was attacked in 
the middle of the night by a body of people who came from the 
neighbouring mountains—the town of Augher. They attacked it 
with arms, and were driven from it with arms by the inhabitants of 
the town. This is a state of things which I feel your lordships will 
admit ought not to exist in a civilized country. Later in the year 
still, a similar event occurred in Charleville; and, in the course of 
last autumn, the Roman Catholic Association deliberated upon the 
propriety of adopting, and the means of adopting, the measure of 
ceasing all dealings between Roman Catholics and Protestants. Is 
it possible to believe that supposing these dealings had ceased—sup¬ 
posing this measure had been carried into execution—as I firmly 
believe it was in the power of those who deliberated upon it to carry 
it into execution—is it possible to believe, that those who could thus 
cease these dealings would not likewise have ceased to carry into 
execution the contracts into which they had entered? Will any 
man say, that people in this situation are verging towards that state, 
in which it would be impossible to expect from them that they 
would be able to perform the duties of jurymen, or to administer 
justice between man and man, for the protection of the lives and 

•The famous election in which Daniel O’Connell who had founded the 
Catholic Association ran against the popular Protestant landowner, Vesey 
Fitzgerald, who had been asked to assume government office. O’Connell, 
though disqualified from taking a seat in Parliament, won in the race to the 
dismay of the Duke. 

^ This county received its name in the reign of Mary. 
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properties of his majesty's subjects? My lords, this is the state of 
society to which I have wished to draw your attention, and for 
which it is necessary that parliament should provide a remedy. 

Before I proceed to consider what those remedies should be, I 
wish just to show your lordships what is the effect of this state of 
society upon the king s prerogative. My lords, his majesty could not 
create a peer; and the reason he could not create a peer was this— 
his majesty's servants could not venture to recommend to him to 
incur the risks of an election in another part of the country, and 
the risks which might have attended any accident at that election, 
which might have occasioned the shedding of blood. Such a dis¬ 
aster must have been productive of an immediate civil war in the 
country; but not only was that the case, my lords, but I confess that 
I had the strongest objection to give another triumph to the Roman 
Catholic Association. ITien we are asked “why do you not cany 
the law into execution?" Why, my lords, in all that I have stated 
hitherto there was no resistance to the law. The magistrates were 
terrified, and did nothing; the troops did not happen immediately to 
be upon the spot, and there was no resistance. I’here were no 
troops, except in the case of the procession that went to the north of 
Ireland. I believe there was no instance of any opposition to the 
king's troops, and there was no instance in which the law could 
be carried into execution. When we hear noble lords re¬ 
proaching the government for not carrying into execution the law 
in Ireland, as it was carried into execution in England, the observa¬ 
tion shows that they do not understand the state of things in Ire¬ 
land. The truth of the matter is, that in England, when the law 
was carried into execution, in the year 1819, a large body of persons 
assembled for an illegal purpose; they resisted the order of the 
magistrates to disperse, and having resisted that order, the magis¬ 
trates ordered the troops to disperse them; ® but in this case there 
were no circumstances of the same kind: no order was given to 
disperse; no order could be given to disperse—because no magistrates 
were present; and, if they had been present, there were no troops 
to disperse them. The truth is, the state of society was such as 
rendered these events possible every hour; and it was impossible 
that the magistrates could be at every spot, and at all times, to put 
an end to these outrages, which really are a disgrace to the country 
in which they exist. But, my lords, neither the law nor the means 
in the possession of government enable government to put an end 
to these things. It was necessary, therefore, to come to parliament. 

•Reference to Peterloo in chapter 2, “Vindication of Governmental Poli¬ 
cies*' (page 21). 



tVELUNGTON 61 

Now, let us see what chance there was of providing a remedy 
for this state of things by coming to parliament. My lords, we all 
recollect perfectly well, that the opinion of the majority in another 
place is, that the remedy for this state of things in Ireland is a 
repeal of the disabilities affecting his majesty's Roman Catholic 
subjects. We might, to be sure, have come and asked parliament to 
enable us to put down the Roman Catholic Association; but what 
chance had we of prevailing upon parliament to pass such a bill as 
that, without being prepared to come forward and state that we 
were ready to consider the whole condition of Ireland, with a view 
to apply a remedy to that which parliament had stated to be the 
cause of the disease. Suppose that parliament had given us the 
bill to put down the Roman Catholic Association, would such a law 
as that which has passed this year be a remedy for the state of 
things which I have already described to your lordships as existing 
in Ireland? Would it, I ask, do any one thing towards putting down 
the mischiefs which are the consequences of that organization? 
Would it do any thing towards giving you the means of getting a 
better state of things in Ireland, without some further measure to be 
adopted? 

But, my lords, it is said, ^'if that will not do, let us proceed to 
blows," What, I suppose, is meant by “proceeding to blows" is com¬ 
ing to civil war. Now, I believe that every government must be 
prepared to carry into execution the laws of the country by the 
force placed at its disposition—by the military force, in case that 
should be necessary; and above all things, to oppose resistance to 
the law, in case the disaffected or the ill-disposed are inclined to 
resist the authority or sentence of the law; but as I have already 
stated to your lordships, there was no resistance of the law;—nay, 
more, I will go further, and say, I am positively certain, that this 
state of things existing in Ireland for the last year and a half, border¬ 
ing upon civil war—being attended by nearly all the evils of civil 
war—might have continued a considerable time longer, to the great 
injury and disgrace of the country, and those who managed the 
state, if they would have taken care to prevent that resistance which 
might have ended in that state of things being put down. They 
know as well as I do they are not strong enough to wrestle with the 
king's government, backed by the law; they know perfectly well 
they would have been the first victims of that resistance; but know¬ 
ing this, and knowing, as I do, that they are sensible, able men, and 
perfectly aware of the materials upon which they have to work, I 
have not the smallest doubt that the state of things which I have 
stated to your lordships would have continued for years, and that 
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you would never have had an opportunity of putting it down in the 
manner some noble lords imagine. 

But, my lords, even if I had been certain of possessing such means 
of putting it down, I should certainly have considered it my duty 
to avoid resorting to those means. I am one of those who have 
probably passed a longer period of my life engaged in war than most 
men, and principally, I may say, in civil war; and I must say this— 
that if I could avoid, by any sacrifice whatever, even one month of 
civil war in the country to which I am attached, I would sacrifice 
my life in order to do it (cheers). I say that there is nothing which 
destroys property and prosperity, and demoralizes character, to the 
degree that civil war does: by it the hand of man is raised against 
his neighbour, against his brother, and against his father; the servant 
betrays his master, and the whole scene ends in confusion and 
devastation. Yet, my lords, this is the resource to which we must 
have looked—these are the means to which we must have applied, 
in order to have put an end to this state of things, if we had not 
made the option of bringing forward the measures, for which I hold 
myself responsible. 

But let us look a little further, my lords. If civil war is so bad, 
when it is occasioned by resistance to the government—if it is so 
bad in the case I have stated, and so much to be avoided—how much 
more is it to be avoided when we have to arm the people, in order 
that we may conquer one part of them by exciting the other part 
against them? My lords, I am sure there is not a man who hears me, 
whose blood would not shudder at such a proposition, if it were 
made to him; and yet that is the recourse to which we should be 
pushed at last, by continuing the course we have been adopting for 
the last few years. 

However, I entreat your lordships not only to look at it in this 
view, but likewise to revert a little to what passed on a former 
similar occasion. My lords 1 am old enough to remember the rebel¬ 
lion of 1798. I was not employed in Ireland at the time, I was em¬ 
ployed in another part of the dominions; but, my lords, if I am not 
mistaken, the parliament of Ireland at that^time went up to the 
lord lieutenant with a unanimous address, (I believe they walked 
up in a body) beseeching his excellency to take every means to put 
down that unnatural rebellion, and promising their full support in 
order to carry that measure into execution. The lord lieutenant did 
take those measures, and did succeed in putting down that rebellion. 
Well, my lords, what happened in the very next session? The gov¬ 
ernment proposed to put an end to the Irish parliament, and to 
form a legislative union between the two kingdoms, for the princi¬ 
pal purpose of proposing this very measure (cheers); and in point 
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of fact, the very first measure that was proposed after this legislative 
union-after those successful endeavours to put down this rebellion 
—was the very measure with which I am now about to trouble your 
lordships. 

Why, then, I ask, is it possible noble lords can believe that, sup¬ 
posing there was such a contest as that which I have anticipated— 
is it possible noble lords can believe that such a contest could be 
carried on, much less brought to a conclusion, without the measure 
which I now propose being insisted on by one at least, if not both 
Houses of parliament? I am certain, my lords, when your lordships 
look at the division of opinion which prevails in both Houses of 
parliament upon this question,—when you look at the division of 
opinion which prevails in every family in this country and in Ire¬ 
land, from the most eminent in station down to the lowest,—when 
you look at the division of opinion which prevails amongst even the 
Protestants in Ireland—when your lordships look at these circum¬ 
stances, I am sure you will perceive the vast difference there would 
be between a contest carried on now, and that which was carried 
on at a former period. 

My lords, I beg your lordships to recollect that, upon a recent 
occasion, there was a Protestant Declaration of the sentiments of 
Ireland. As I said before, the parliament of Ireland, in the year 
1798, with the exception of one or two persons, were unanimous; 
and, on a recent occasion, there were seven marquises, twenty-seven 
earls, a vast number of peers of other ranks, and not less than two 
thousand Protestant gentlemen of property in the country, who 
signed the Declaration, stating the absolute necessity of making 
these concessions. Under these circumstances it is, that this contest 
would have been carried on—circumstances totally different from 
those which existed at that period I before alluded to. But, is it 
possible to believe that parliament would allow such a contest to go 
on? Is it possible to believe that parliament, having this state of 
things before them—that this House, seeing what the opinion of 
the other House of parliament is—seeing what the opinion of the 
large number of Protestants in Ireland is—seeing what the opinion 
of nearly every statesman, for the last forty years, has been on this 
question—would continue to oppose itself to measures brought for¬ 
ward for its settlement? It appears to me absolutely impossible that 
we could have gone on longer, without increasing difficulties being 
brought on the country. 

But it is very desirable that your lordships should look a little to 
what benefit is to be derived, to any one class in the state, by con¬ 
tinuing the disabilities, and only taking those coercive measures 
which will have all the evils which I have stated. We are told, that 
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the benefit will be to preserve the principles of the constitution of 
1688—that the measures of 1688 permanently excluded Roman 
Catholics from parliament—and that they being so permanently ex¬ 
cluded from parliament, it is necessary to have recourse to all those 
evils, in order to keep up that permanent exclusion. Now, I wish 
very much that the noble lords would take upon themselves the 
trouble I have taken to see how the matter stands as to the perma¬ 
nent exclusion of Roman Catholics from parliament. My lords, in 
the Bill of Rights, there are some things permanently enacted, which 
I sincerely hope will be permanent;—those are, the liberties of the 
people; the security for Protestantism of the person on the throne of 
these kingdoms, and that he shall not be married to a papist. Then 
there is an Oath of Allegiance and Supremacy to be taken by all 
those of whom that Oath of Allegiance is required, which is also 
permanent; but there is no Declaration against Transubstantiation. 
There is also an Oath of Allegiance, different from that which is 
required to be taken by a member of parliament. I beg your lord- 
ships will observe that, although this Oath of Allegiance was de¬ 
clared to be permanent, it was altered in the reign of William and 
Mary. This shows what that permanent act was. Then, with re¬ 
spect to the oaths to be taken by members of parliament, I beg your 
lordships to observe, that these oaths, the Declaration against Tran¬ 
substantiation, and the sacrifice of the mass, are not in the act of 
William 3rd but in the act of 30th Charles 2nd. During the reign 
of Charles 2nd, there were certain oaths imposed, first on Dissenters 
from the Church of England, by the 13th and 14th Charles 2nd, 
and to exclude Roman Catholics, by the 25th, and 30th Charles 
2nd. At the period of the Revolution, when king William came, 
he thought proper to extend the basis of his government, and he 
repealed the oaths affecting the Dissenters from the Church of Eng¬ 
land, imposed by the 13th and 14th Charles 2nd, and likewise that 
affirmative part of the Oath of Supremacy, which Dissenters from 
the Church of England could not take. This is the history of the 
alteration of these oaths by William 3rd, from the time of Charles 
2nd. But, my lords, the remainder of the oath could be taken by 
Dissenters, but could not be taken by Roman Catholics. The 
danger, with respect to Roman Catholics, had originated in the 
time of Charles 2nd, and these oaths still existed in the time of 
William 3rd; but the oath was altered, because one of the great 
principles of the Revolution was, to limit the exclusion from the 
benefits of the constitution as far as it was possible. Therefore we 
have the great principle of the Revolution, as well as the principle 
I before stated, which consisted of the Bill of Rights and liberties of 
the subject. Now, the noble lords state, that what they call the 
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principles of 1688—that is to say, these oaths excluding Roman 
Catholics—are equally permanent with the Bill of Rights, by which 
the Protestantism of the Crown is secured. If noble lords will do 
me the favour to look at the words of the act—I have it ready—they 
will find that the difference between the two things is just the dif¬ 
ference between that which is permanent and that which is not. 
The Bill of Rights declares that the Protestantism of the Crown 
shall last for ever—that the liberties of the people shall be secured 
for ever; but it is remarkable, that as to these oaths which were 
enacted on the same occasion, not one word is said about their last¬ 
ing forever, or as to how long they should last. 

Well, then, my lords, what followsr* The next act we have is the 
Act of Union with Scotland; and what does that act say?~Why, 
that the oaths to be taken by the members of parliament are to be 
laid down by the 1st of William and Mary until parliament shall 
otherwise direct. This is what is called a ''permanent act of parlia¬ 
ment—a permanent provision, for all future periods, to exclude 
Catholics from seats in parliament!'' My lords, I beg to observe, that 
if the act which excludes Roman Catholics from seats in parliament 
is permanent, there is another clause (I believe the 10th of chap. 8, 
1st of William and Mary) which requires officers of the army and 
navy to take these very oaths, previous to their acceptance of their 
commissions. Now, if the act made in the first year of William and 
Mary, which excludes Roman Catholics from parliament, is perma¬ 
nent, I should like to ask noble lords why the clause in that act is 
not equally permanent? I should like to ask the noble and learned 
lord on the cross-bench to answer that question. If the oaths were 
permanent in the one case they were equally so in the other; and 
yet the noble and learned lord consented to the bill of 1817, which 
repealed oaths required to be taken by officers of the army and 
navy. 

Then, if this principle of exclusion—if this principle of the con¬ 
stitution of 1688, as it is called—be not permanent, if it be recog¬ 
nized to be not permanent, not only by the Act of Union with 
Scotland (in which it is said, that the exclusive oath shall continue 
until parliament otherwise provide), but also by the later act of 
Union with Ireland, I would ask your lordships, whether you are 
not at liberty now to consider the expediency of doing away with it 
altogether, in order to relieve the country from the inconveniences 
to which I have already adverted? I would ask your lordships, 
whether you are not called upon to review the state of the repre¬ 
sentation of Ireland—whether you are not called upon to see, 
whether, even supposing that that principle were a permanent one, 
it be fit that parliament should remain as it has remained for some 
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time, groaning under a popish influence exercised by the priests 
over the elections in Ireland. I would ask your lordships, I repeat, 
whether it be not right to make an arrangement, which has for its 
object, not only the settlement of this question, but at the same time 
to relieve the country from the inconveniences which I have men¬ 
tioned. I have already stated the manner in which the organization 
I have already alluded to works upon all the great interests of the 
country; but I wish your lordships particularly to attend to the man¬ 
ner in which it works u}X)n the church itself. That part of the 
Church of England which exists in Ireland is in a very peculiar 
situation: it is the church of the minority of the people. At the 
same time, I believe, that a more exemplary, a more pious, and a 
more learned body of men, than the members of that church do not 
exist. The clergy of that church certainly enjoy and deserve the 
affections of those whom they were sent to instruct, to the same 
degree as their brethren in England enjoy the affections of the 
people of this country; and I have no doubt that they would, if 
necessary, shed the last drop of their blood in defence of the doc¬ 
trines and discipline of their church. But violence, I apprehend, 
is likely to affect the interests of that church; and I would put it 
to the House, whether that church can be better protected from 
violence by a government united in itself, united with parliament, 
and united in sentiment with the great body of the people—or by a 
government disunited in opinion, disunited from parliament, and by 
the two Houses of parliament disunited. I am certain that no man 
can look at the situation of Ireland, without seeing that the interest 
of the church, as well as the interest of every class of persons under 
government, is involved in such a settlement of this question as 
will bring with it strength to the government, and strength to every 
department of the state. 

Having now, my lords, gone through the general principles which 
have induced me to consider it desirable to bring forward this meas¬ 
ure, I will trouble your lordships for a short time longer, whilst I 
explain generally the provisions of the bill before the House. 

My lords; the bill is in itself very simply, It concedes to the 
Roman Catholics the power of holding every office in the state, ex¬ 
cepting a few connected with the administration of the affairs of 
the church; and it also concedes to them the power of becoming 
members of parliament. I believe it goes further, with respect to 
the concession of offices, than any former measure which has been 

introduced into the other House of parliament.I have .... 

considered it my duty, in making this act of concession, to make it as 
large as any reasonable man could expect it to be; seeing clearly, 
that any thing which remained behind would only give ground for 
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fresh demands, and being convinced, that the settlement of this 
question would tend to the security of the state, and to the peace 
and prosperity of the country. 

I have already stated to your lordships my opinion respecting the 
expediency of granting seats in parliament to Roman Catholics; and 
I do not conceive that the concession of seats in parliament can, in 
any manner, affect any question relative to the Church of England. 
In the first place, I beg your lordships to recollect that at the time 
those acts, to which I have before alluded—the one passed in the 
30th of Charles 2nd, and the other at the period of the Revolution 
—were enacted, it was not the church that was in danger—it was the 
state. It was the state that was in danger—and from what? It was 
not because the safety of the church was threatened. No! but it 
was because the sovereign on the throne was suspected of popery, 
and because the successor to the throne was actually a papist. Those 
laws were adopted, because of the existence of a danger which 
threatened the state, and not of one which threatened the church. 
On the contrary, at that period, danger to the church was appre¬ 
hended, not from the Roman Catholics, but from the Dissenters 
from the Church of England. I would ask of your lordships, all of 
whom have read the history of those times, whether any danger to 
the church was apprehended from the Roman Catholics? No! 
Danger to the church was apprehended from the Dissenters, who 
had become powerful by the privileges granted to them, under the 
act of parliament passed at the period of the Revolution. I think, 
therefore, that it is not necessary for me to enter into any justifica¬ 
tion of myself for having adopted this measure, on account of any 
danger which might be apprehended from it to the church. Roman 
Catholics will come into parliament by this bill, as they went into 
parliament previous to the act of the 30th of Charles 2nd. I hey 
sat in parliament up to that period, and were not obliged to take 
the Oath of Supremacy. By this bill they will be required to take 
the Oath of Allegiance, in which a great part of the Oath of Su¬ 
premacy is included; namely, that part which refers to the jurisdic¬ 
tion of foreign potentates; and I must say, that if the church be in 
danger, it is better secured by this bill than by the 30th of Charles 
2nd, which has continued in force up to the present moment; 
though the object for which that act was recognized at the period 
of the Revolution; namely, to keep out the House of Stuart from 
the throne—has long since ceased to exist by the extinction of that 
family. 

It is the opinion of nearly every considerable man in the country, 
that the time is now arrived for repealing those laws. Circumstances 
have been gradually moving to their repeal, ever since the extinc- 
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tion of the House of Stuart; and at last the period is come, when it 
is quite clear that that repeal cannot with safety be any longer 
delayed. 

But I know that there are many in your lordships' House, and 
many in the country, who think—and I admit that formerly I was 
of the same opinion—that the state ought to have some security for 
the church, against the proceedings of the Roman Catholic clergy, 
besides the oaths imposed by the act of parliament I have already 
alluded to. But I confess that, on examining into the question, and 
looking more minutely than I had before an opportunity of doing, 
at the various acts of parliament by which the Church of England 
was constituted, and which form the foundation on which it rests, 
I can think of no sort of arrangement capable of being carried into 
execution in this country, which can add to the security of the 
established church.®. 


Another part of the bill has for its object the putting an end to 
the order of the Jesuits, and other monastic orders in this country. 
If your lordships will look at the act passed in the year 1791, you 
will probably see that at that time it was possible to make laws 
through which a coach-and-four might be driven (a laugh). My 
noble and learned friend will excuse me, I hope, for saying, that 
notwithstanding all the pains which he took to draw up the act 
of 1791, yet the fact is,—of which there cannot be the smallest 
doubt,—that large monastic establishments have been regularly 
formed, not only in Ireland, but also in this country. The measure 
which I now propose for your lordships’ adoption will prevent the 
increase of such establishments, and, without oppression to any indi¬ 
viduals, without injury to any body of men, will gradually put an 
end to those which have already been formed. There is no man 
more convinced than I am of the absolute necessity of carrying into 
execution that part of the present measure, which has for its object 
the extinction of monastic orders in this country. I entertain no 
doubt whatever, that if that part of the measure be not carried into 
execution, your lordships will very soon see this country and Ireland 
inundated by Jesuits and regular monastic clergy, sent out from 
other parts of Europe, with means to establish themselves within 
his majesty’s kingdom. 

When I recommend this measure to your lordships’ attention, 

•The Duke of Wellington then discusses possible securities such as con¬ 
cordats, examples of whose workings were to be found in the kingdom of 
J’russia, and the right of royal nomination pf thp Catholic bishops. 
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you have undoubtedly a right to ask, what are the reasons which 
I have for believing that it will effect the purpose for which it is 
intended. My lords, I believe it will answer its object, not only 
from the example of all Europe, but from what has occurred in a 
part of this kingdom on a former occasion. If I am not mistaken, 
at the time of the dispute between the episcopalians and the kirk 
of Scotland, the state of society in Scotland, was as bad as the state 
of society in Ireland is at the present moment. Your lordships know, 
that abroad, in consequence of the diffusion of civil privileges to all 
classes, the difference between Protestant and Catholic is never 
heard. I am certain that I can prove to your lordships what I state, 
when I say, that the state of society in Scotland, previous to the 
concession of civil privileges to the episcopalians, was as bad as the 
present state of society in Ireland. I hope your lordships will give 
me leave to read a petition which has been sent to me this day, and 
which was presented to parliament at the period when those con¬ 
cessions were about to be made, and your lordships will perceive, 
that the petition is almost a model of many of the petitions which 
have been read in your lordships* House, respecting the question 
under discussion. I am therefore in expectation, that should the 
present bill pass your lordships* House, there will be no longer 
occasion for those complaints which have been expressed to your 
lordships, and that the same happy and peaceful state of things 
which has for the last century prevailed in Scotland will also prevail 
in Ireland. I will with your lordships* permission, read the petition 
I have alluded to, and I think that after you have heard it, you will 
be of the same opinion as I am with respect to the similarity it 
bears to many of the petitions which have been presented to your 
lordships on the subject of the Catholic question. The petition 
states, that ‘'to grant toleration to that party (the episcopalians), in 
the present circumstances of the church, must unavoidably shake 
the foundation of our present happy constitution; overthrow those 
laws on which it is settled; grievously disturb that peace and tran¬ 
quillity which the nation has enjoyed since the late Revolution; 
disquiet the minds of his majesty’s best subjects; increase animos¬ 
ity; confirm discord and tumult; weaken and enervate the discipline 
of the church; open a door to unheard of vices, and to popery as 
well as to other errors; propagate and cherish disaffection to the 
government, and bring the nation under the danger of falling back 
into those errors from which it has recovered itself.** The petition 
in conclusion stated, “that to grant toleration to the episcopalians 
would be to establish iniquity by law, and they therefore prayed 
the members of the high court of parliament to uphold, and pre- 
§^rvq the laws.** I sincerely hope that as the prophecy contained in 
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the petition I have just read has not beeh fulfilled, a similar 
prophecy respecting the passing of the present bill, contained in 
many of the petitions presented to your lordships, will not be fub 
filled likewise. 

But, my lords, I have other grounds besides those which I have 
stated for supposing that the proposed measure will answer that 
object in view. There is no doubt that, after this measure shall be 
adopted, the Roman Catholics can have no separate interest, as a 
separate sect; for I am sure that neither your lordships nor the other 
House of parliament will be disposed to look upon the Roman 
Catholics, nor upon any thing that respects Ireland, with any other 
eye than that with which you behold whatever affects the interest 
of Scotland and of this country. For my own part, I will state, that 
if I am disappointed in the hopes which I entertain, that tranquillity 
will result from this measure, I shall have no scruple in coming 
down and laying before parliament the state of the case, and calling 
upon parliament to enable government to meet whatever danger 
may arise. I shall act with the same confidence that parliament will 
support me then, as I have acted in the present case. 

Having now explained to your lordships the grounds on which 
this measure is brought forward,~the state of Ireland,—the incon¬ 
venience attending the continued agitation of the question,—the 
difficulty, nay, the impossibility, of finding any other remedy for the 
state of things in Ireland,—the state of public opinion on the ques¬ 
tion,—the divisions of the government and of the parliament on this 
question,—the pretences, for so I must call them, which have been 
urged against the claims of the Catholics, founded on acts passed 
previous to the Revolution,—having stated likewise the provisions 
of the measure which I propose as a remedy for all these incon¬ 
veniences, I will trouble your lordships no further, except by be¬ 
seeching your lordships to consider the subject with the coolness, 
moderation, and temper, recommended in his majesty’s most gracious 
Speech from the Throne. 



3 . Additional Problems in Church and State 
Relationships 


A. Removal of Jewish Civil Disabilities 
B. Religious Tests for Admission to Oxford 
and Cambridge 


On August I, J833, the Duke 
of Sussex presented to the Lords a 
petition in favor of the Jewish 
Civil Disabilities Bill, signed by 
7,000 inhabitants of the city of 
Westminster. He stated that he 
should give the measure his utmost 
support on the same principles 
which had led him to favor Catho¬ 
lic emancipation. Section A gives 
Wellingtons reaction (Hansard, 
XX f3d Ser.], 245-47). It is worthy 


of comment that Wellington makes 
a distinction between Catholics 
and Jews on grounds of expedi¬ 
ency and not on grounds of princi¬ 
ple. Section B (Hansard, XXIX 
[3d Ser.], 529-33) gives Welling¬ 
ton's opinions on the question of 
whether or not the Thirty-nine Ar¬ 
ticles should he taken as a test on 
admission to the University of Ox¬ 
ford or Cambridge. The issue was 
debated on July 14, 1835. 


A. Removal of Jewish Civil Disabilities 

The Duke of Wellington observed, that the noble and learned Lord 
(the Lord Chancellor) had said, that it was incumbent upon 
those who opposed this Bill, to find reasons for their opposition. 
This he denied. He begged to tell the noble and learned Lord, that 
this was a Christian country and a Christian Legislature, and that 
before their Lordships could fairly be called upon to agree to a 
measure, which at the first blush appeared to invade the principles 
by which the Legislature had been hitherto guided, it was requisite 
that some case should be brought forward to prove the necessity of 
the Bill. The noble and learned Lord had compared the case of the 
Jews to that of the Roman Catholics; but it should be remembered, 
that there was an essential difference in this respect. The Roman 
Catholic Relief Bill was adopted, because it was thought no longer 
necessary to continue the restrictions imposed by law on the profes¬ 
sors of that religion, who had previously to their imposition, enjoyed 
all the privileges of which they had been deprived. The Catholics 
had a heavy ground of complaint on that head, whereas the Jews 
had no such complaint to make; they had never enjoyed privileges, 
and therefore could not claim their restoration. The conditions of 
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the Jews had, in fact, been much improved. They were formerly 
considered as aliens, and from the reign, he believed, of Edward the 
1st, to the Commonwealth, their residence in this country was for¬ 
bidden under severe penalties. The case of the Jews, therefore, 
stood on a very different footing from that of the Catholics and 
other Dissenters, to whom relief had been afforded. 

The noble and learned Lord had referred to certain Acts of 
Parliament, by which certain indulgences were granted to Jews in 
the very words of the present Bill. But those indulgences were 
granted to Jews in the colonies—in Canada, Jamaica, and Barbadoes; 
and what was the reason for this? Was there no State necessity 
for it? Certainly there was. European inhabitants were required in 
the colonies, and English inhabitants especially; and it was in order 
to encourage their settlement in Canada, that by the 7th of George 
3rd (he believed), these relaxations were made in favour of the 
Jews—relaxations which were also adopted in the other instances 
alluded to. But no such necessity existed in the present instance, 
nor did any reason, equally forcible, now occur. Instead, no one 
noble Lord who had supported the Bill, had attempted to prove any 
necessity for it. They had heard of other countries. Buonaparte 
had granted great privileges to the Jews, it was true; but it was on 
reasons of strong policy, and not till he had carefully inquired 
whether there would be any danger in so doing. Whereas, here, 
there was not the slightest previous examination attempted. 

All that could be contended in favour of this Bill was, that the 
present was the age of liberal principles, and that this Bill suited 
the liberal principles of the age. The noble and learned Lord had 
contended, that by keeping up these restrictions, persons of tender 
conscience were excluded, whilst those who had no conscience at 
all, men like Shaftesbury and Bolingbroke, and Wilkes, were ad¬ 
mitted. Certainly, there might be some persons of that kind 
admitted. There were men who would violate all rules, all oaths, 
and all safeguards; but that was no reason why society should re¬ 
linquish those safeguards and securities which were, in the majority 
of instances, effectual. Whilst he fully admitted the respectability 
and propriety of conduct of a large portion of the Jewish nation, he 
could not, as a member of a Christian assembly, advise the Chris¬ 
tian King of a Christian country to pass such a Bill. The noble and 
learned Lord had said, that the Christianity which was the law of 
the land, was merely the Christianity of the Church of England. 
He differed from the noble Lord, and thought that the law of Eng¬ 
land derived its code of morality from the Christian dispensation 
generally, and regarded that dispensation generally as part of that 
law. He felt it to be his duty to oppose this Bill. 



WELLINGTON 


73 


B. Religious Tests for Admission to Oxford 
and Cambridge 

The Duke of Wellington thought that the observations of the most 
reverend Prelate had completely put an end to the question. The 
Bill which the noble Earl had brought forward was entirely differ¬ 
ent from that which was introduced last Session. The speech of the 
noble Earl,however, and the explanation with which he intro¬ 
duced the measure, showed that his intention was precisely the 
same with the intention of the promoter of the former Bill. 
The noble Earl’s intention—and the noble Lx)rd at the head of the 
Government had clearly stated this intention to be also his—was, to 
give the Dissenters a right to enter the Universities. That was the 
intention of the noble Earl, and that was the intention of the Prime 
Minister. 

Now he had an objection to the Bill of the noble Earl for the 
reason stated by the most reverend Prelate. He conceived there was 
no cause to complain of the subscription to the Thirty-nine Articles, 
as practised in the University of Oxford. He would say that the 
explanation of the most reverend Prelate was entirely borne out 
by the statutes of the University, and likewise by the practice which 
had prevailed there. It might be desirable that there should be 
some other test adopted, in order to prove that the individual claim¬ 
ing to be matriculated was a meml^r of the Church of England; 
but that which was most important at Cambridge and Oxford was, 
that the person to be matriculated was a member of the Church of 
England. That was the point; and upon that he conceived the 
whole question turned. The noble Earl, in his observations, alluded 
to something that fell from him in the course of the discussion of 
this question last year, viz., that he advised the most reverend Prel¬ 
ate not to consent to this Bill, because by such consent they would 
carry up to the Throne for his Majesty’s assent, a measure which 
would tend to subvert the union between the Church and the State. 
That argument was neither more nor less than this—that the educa¬ 
tion of both the Universities must be education in the religion of 
the Church of England. That was necessary—it was the very 
foundation on which the Universities stood. He contended that 
they could not go to the King with a Bill that had for its object to 
establish a system of education in the Universities different in prin- 

^ The Archbishop of Canterbury. 

“ The Earl of Radnor. 

“ Viscount Melbourne. 
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ciple from the Church of England, without attacking the principle 
of union between the Church and State. 

But the noble Lord said, that the Church did not claim from 
individuals any subscription to the Thirty-nine Articles. True, it 
did not; nor would the University of Oxford claim the subscription 
of the Thirty-nine Articles, except as evidence that the person was 
a member of a family who belonged to the Established Church. 
It was contended last year, and by the noble Earl this year, that 
individuals might be admitted into both the Universities who were 
not members of the Church of England, notwithstanding the sub¬ 
scription of the Thirty-nine Articles. He admitted this; but there was 
a great difference between this and allowing Dissenters by right 
to enter the Universities. What he contended for was, that the 
system of religion taught should be that of the Established Church; 
but if Dissenters were admitted of right, he was apprehensive that 
not only would not the religion of the Established Church be 
taught, but that no religion of any kind would be taught there. 
He stated this opinion on the authority of a publication, from which 
it appeared, that at a college established to teach ministers of dis¬ 
senting persuasions it had been found impossible to adopt any creed 
or any system for any considerable length of time. He confessed he 
was surprised when he heard the noble Lord the first minister of the 
Crown come down to this House and declare his preference for the 
existence of polemical disputes in the Universities. He should have 
thought the object of a Minister of the Crown would have been, 
by all means to protect the Universities from all such disputes, and 
to preserve any system of religion whatever from being attacked by 
differences of opinion. He confessed that it appeared to him that 
the Bill of the noble Earl, if it had really for its object to prevent 
the signature of the Articles, did not go far enough for the attain¬ 
ment of the object the noble Earl had in view. As was truly stated 
by the noble Viscount, the Universities were enabled to make 
regulations respecting the taking of degrees, which might interfere 
with a Bill like the present; the Colleges, indeed, by the will of 
their founders, and by their original charters, were compelled to 
make certain regulations on this subject, under which they acted. 
If this measure, therefore, passed, they would have to take other 
measures to insure the object they intended to attain by the signa¬ 
ture of the Thirty-nine Articles. 

The noble Earl had not only compared the two Universities with 
foreign Universities, but also drew a parallel between the practice 
prevailing at the present day, and that which existed in those two 
learned bodies shortly after the Reformation. Now, he agreed with 
the most reverend Prelate in contending that no parallel could be 
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drawn between the English and Foreign Universities. The sects 
in the two Universities were the children of the Reformation. 
These sects were most necessary, and were intended to preserve 
the standard of the religion of the Church of England. If they were 
to have no established religion in the country—if every man was to 
have his own religion in the Universities—if every man was at 
liberty to frame a system of religion for himself in these corpora¬ 
tions, then let their Lordships take the Bill of the noble Earl with 
all its consequences, which must inevitably follow from it, namely, 
constant polemical disputes, and all the other consequences which 
the noble Viscount regarded as proper for the Universities. Sup¬ 
posing the object of the noble Earl to be just, and supposing it to 
be desirable to put an end to these subscriptions and to all tests, he 
(the Duke of Wellington) conceived that no mode of effecting that 
object could be deemed so objectionable in its nature as by the 
interference of Parliament with those bodies, instituted as they were 
by charter, and solemnly sanctioned by Acts of Parliament. He 
thought that those who contended in favour of the Universities 
had a right to complain when they found arrayed against them the 
Ministers of the Crown and the policy of the Government. They 
had a right to expect that the noble Viscount, and the other noble 
Lords on the bench opposite, would support inviolate the rights, the 
authority, and the privileges of the Universities, as granted and 
conferred by ancient charters. Instead of this, however, they found 
the Ministers of the Crown exercised their power, their influence 
and abilities in support of this measure, which had for its object 
the overthrow of the institutions and authority of the English 
Church. 

The noble Viscount shook his head, apparently in dissent from 
his opinions; but did the noble Viscount think that the University 
of Oxford could maintain its authority if such a Bill as this became 
the law of the land? On what, he would ask, was the preamble 
of this Bill grounded, and the charges embodied in it? Had any of 
those charges been proved? Notwithstanding the complaints made 
in the preamble that individuals had been prevented from resorting 
to the University of Oxford, in consequence of these tests, was it 
not an admitted fact that at that moment there were hundreds 
waiting to obtain education, and to be admitted to reside in the 
Halls and Colleges of that University? There were many hundreds 
of persons now residing in the town who were unable to get resi¬ 
dences in the various Colleges of Oxford. He contended, therefore, 
that there was no ground for the complaint as stated in the preamble 
of the Bill, and there was no ground for Parliamentary interference 
by means of a Bill like the present. He entirely concurred in the 
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statement made by the most reverend Prelate as to the consequences 
that would flow from this measure. Would any man tell him that 
he believed, after this Bill passed, that the public would not under¬ 
stand that the meaning of it was, to proceed against the institutions 
of the Church of England. It was impossible that this should not 
be believed. The measure itself was apparent on the face of it, 
although it merely stated, that the Articles of the Church should 
be signed at a more advanced age. Noble Lords, however, must 
know that the Bill was not effectual for the purpose which was 
contended for. It extended to other views: those who attentively 
considered the measure would perceive that the great object of it 
was, to inflict a blow on the University of Oxford and against the 
interests of the Church. Under these circumstances he felt that it 
was a measure that the House should not adopt, and he earnestly 
recommended their Lordships to vote for the amendment of the 
most reverend Prelate. 

^ That this bill be read a second time this day six months. 



4 . The State of the Country 


The following speech on the 
distress of the country represents 
Wellington's defense of the Royal 
Address before the Lords on Feb¬ 
ruary 4, 1830 (Hansard, XXII 
[N.S.], 34-41). An opening por¬ 
tion which vindicates the govern¬ 
mental foreign policy against the 
attacks of the Earl of Carnarvon 
(the noble earl of the first line) is 
omitted. 

The subject of the discussion is 


important not only for the presen¬ 
tation of the continuing had effects 
of the Panic of 1825 that afford 
some explanation of the popular 
demand for Parliamentary reform 
hut also for the connotation of un¬ 
popularity which the government 
of Wellington received~and per¬ 
haps deserved—because of its un- 
xvilUngness or inability to formu¬ 
late policies for recovery from the 
depression. 


The noble earl has thought proper to make some observations upon 
the Speech, as if his majesty’s government had neglected to ascer¬ 
tain the true state of the country—as if they were ignorant of its 
distress, and as if I, in particular, was negligent of my duty in this 
instance. I can assure him that no one is more sensible than I am 
of the state of things, and that no one laments it more sincerely 
than I do: and I am certain that independently of motive or inter¬ 
est in this subject arising from my official situation, there is no 
person in the country who feels for its distress more acutely than 
the person who fdls the situation which I have the honour to hold. 

The noble earl has said that, in the Speech, the whole of the 
distress is attributed to the state of the seasons; but what is the 
statement of the Speech upon that subject? Without affecting to 
quote it literally, is it not, in substance, this—'*that, in considering 
the remedies to be applied to this state of things, you are to give 
due weight to the unfavourable nature of the seasons, which occa¬ 
sioned enormous expenses in collecting the harvest, and which has, 
in fact, occasioned one bad harvest, if not another; so that the 
collection of it was excessively expensive.” Surely these circum¬ 
stances must not be overlooked in taking the subject of distress 
into consideration. 

But, besides the agriculturalists, there is another class labouring 
under great distress—the manufacturers. I want to know whether 
the competition of machinery with labour in all departments of 
mechanics—the general application of steam—the competition abroad 
with our manufacturers—and the general imitation of our fabrics— 
have not produced very great distress amongst the manufacturers 
at home? These are the circumstances to which his Majesty refers 
as important to be considered in connection with the subject of 
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distress, and they are those over which parliament has no control. 
Can this House prevent competition by foreign markets with our 
own? Can we prevent improvements in machinery? Can we pre¬ 
vent steam from being applied to foreign manufacture? And yet we 
all know that this injurious competition is ruinous to the manu¬ 
facturer, by lowering his wages, or throwing the labourers out of 
employ. But then, the noble earl says the distress is general- 
universal. My lords, I am afraid the distress is very general; but 
I must say, notwithstanding the distress which prevails, that there 
are symptoms to show that the country is advancing. I say, and it 
may be proved by the documents, that the exports of British manu¬ 
facture have increased, have been increasing for the last few 
years, and that in the last year they were larger than they ever were 
before. I say, my lords, that the amount of exports of produce of 
British manufacture is greater than it ever was before, (hear'), 1 
say that there are, upon all sides, shown the strongest .symptoms 
of improvement in the condition of the country—that there is not 
a rail road, or canal, upon which the traffic has not increased of late 
years, including last year. True it is, my lords, that the profits of 
trade are now smaller than they were formerly; but if profit, how 
ever small, is being derived from the labour of men and animals, 
surely it is impossible but that some advantage must accrue to some 
one. It is true that these advantages are not so great as they were 
ten or fifteen years ago (hear) but there is some advantage, or 
would the increase of traffic exist? And where that is the case the 
distress cannot be said to be universal. There is another circum¬ 
stance which I would call to your lordships [sic] attention. There is 
in this country a very large class of persons who are retail dealers; 
I ask if they are distressed? (Hear, and Yes, from the Opposition,) 
This class is very numerous in every town and village in England; 
I want to know if they are distressed? Are they able to pay their 
rents? Who build and rent all the new houses that one sees in all 
directions? These, my lords, are circumstances, say what you please, 
which every man must feel and acknowledge as indications that the 
country, notwithstanding the pressure upon it, is still rising, and in 
some points must continue to rise. 

I will now say one word, my lords, upon the remedies proposed 
by the noble earl. That noble lord has entirely misunderstood the 
argument of the noble viscount (Goderich). The noble viscount 
had said that the revenue in the year 1815 produced eighty millions 
sterling, and that, though taxes had been reduced, first to the 
amount of eighteen millions, and afterwards to the amount of nine 
millions, making altogether twenty-seven millions, the revenue 
produced in sound currency now the same amount as it did in a 
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depreciated currency before. Does not, then, this fact of the revenue 
keeping up, though the taxes were taken off, prove that the con¬ 
sumption of articles had increased one-third since the period 
when the taxes were taken off—a proof, also, of the better state of 
the country. It would be impossible for the country to increase in 
its consumption one-third in fifteen years if it was suffering under 
the universal distress which the noble Lord talks of. The noble 
Lord opposite and the noble Lord who spoke last (Carnarvon) have 
thought proper to refer the distress to a deficient circulation. Now, 
my Lords, I hold in my hand a paper which gives the relative 
amounts of the circulation at different periods. By this it appears 
that the largest sum ever known to be in circulation during the 
Bank Restriction was 64,000,000 L sterling. The sum was made 
up of— 


Bank of England notes. £30,000,000 

Country-bank notes . 23,000,000 

Gold . 4,000,000 

Silver . 7,000,000 

Total. m,m,oo6 


But in the last year the circulation consisted of— 


Bank of England notes.£19,900,000 

Country-bank notes . 9,200,000 

Gold . 28,000,000 

Silver . 8,000,000 

Total. £65,100,000 


Being an excess over the largest circulation ever known, (hear) If 
the question be about the actual amount of money in circulation, I 
beg to observe that there is more money in circulation now than 
there ever was at any period of the Bank restriction, and that who¬ 
ever considers that there is abroad sixty-five millions, cannot sav that 
money is scarce. Why, the truth of the matter is, that noble lords 
want not extended circulation, but unlimited circulation—that is— 
to give an unlimited power to some individuals—not the Crown, any 
one but the Crown—to coin as much money, in the shape of paper, 
as they please, that they may be enabled to lend a fictitious capital 
to all sorts of speculators, (hear) This is what the noble earl 
opposite wants, but what the country cannot have without exposing 
it to a degree of ruin from which it has so narrowly escaped in 
1825 and 1826. (hear) If your lordships will attend to the argu¬ 
ments of the noble lord, you will see that this is what he wants. 













80 BRITISH PRIME MINISTERS 

For what is the language now held? 'In the west of England,” one 
says, "I inquired, and found that the farmer could not borrow any 
money: his corn-yards and hay-ricks were full, but he was not 
able to raise money upon them; and why? Because the country 
banker cannot coin 1 L notes.” (hear)—If these bankers, says the 
noble earl, cannot lend their money, they cannot get any interest 
upon their capital. I beg his pardon. The banker may have dis¬ 
count upon cashing the farmer s bill; but he is not content with the 
profit, he wants to be coining 1 L notes, and to have profit upon 
those insecure notes, in addition to the discount, (hear') 

And what is it the noble earl wants now, and will, perhaps, 
move for in a few days? Not to increase the circulation, for there 
is as much now as at any former period, but to give certain persons 
power to lend as much money as they please upon land or no land, 
upon security or no security. I submit to your lordships that the 
noble earl has not proved the want of money—there never was a 
period when money was less wanted. Is there any man, however 
speculative—any scheme, however visionary, provided only it is a 
little plausible, which now-a-days lacks support? Is there any 
power, however bankrupt, even Portugal and Brazil, though the 
creditors of these countries have been so ill-treated, but can borrow 
money in this city upon any security or no security? In fact, capital 
is more abundant now than it was ever known to be, and the evil 
is certainly not too limited a circulation. 

I am sorry to trouble your lordships with these observations, 
which are rather replies to what has been said by the noble earl, 
and I will now pass to more important topics in his Majesty's 
Speech—namely, the measures which affect the permanent welfare 
of the country. In answer to all the declamation that we have heard 
to-night, as to the evils resulting from free trade, and this system 
of currency, I beg to state to your lordships only one fact. Since 
the year 1815, but principally since the bank restriction was taken 
oflF, measures have been adopted by which this country has been 
relieved from twenty-seven millions a year taxes, besides three mil¬ 
lions or four millions interest of the debt, representing a capital of 
hundred millions of debt. I beg you to bear this in mind when you 
are discussing this question; and I would tell the advocates of what 
is called an "equitable adjustment,” that, with all their measures, 
they could not nave accomplished so much. I repeat, that since the 
bank restriction has been taken off, the country has been relieved 
to the amount of nine millions and eighteen millions besides. I 
wish to take no credit to myself for this; I give it to those to whom 
it is properly due—to my noble friend upon the cross-bench (Lord 
Bexley) and to the noble viscount (Goderich) opposite. Your lord- 
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ships, then, perceive what may be done by economy; we give our 
pledge to strive to attain similar ends by the like means, and we call 
upon you, and count upon your giving us your aid, in putting that 
economy into practice which will enable us to imitate and rival our 
predecessors. I trust that your lordships will believe that his Maj¬ 
esty's ministers will do all in their power to relieve the distresses of 
the country. 



5 . Parliamentary Reform 


This speech, the omitted por¬ 
tions of which emphasize the prob¬ 
lem confronting the King of the 
Netherlands and the existing state 
of affairs in Ireland, was in reply 
to the attacks of the Whig leader, 
Earl Grey, at the opening of the 
new Parliament in William IV's 
reign (1830), "You see," Earl 
Grey quoted, "the danger around 
you: the storm is in the horizon, 
hut the hurricane approaches. Be¬ 
gin then at once to strengthen your 


houses." He continued, "The 
mode in which this must be done, 
my Lords, is by securing the affec¬ 
tions of your fellow subjects, and 
.... I will pronounce the word— 
by reforming Parliament." Wel¬ 
lingtons words (Hansard, 1 [3d 
Ser,], 44-53) called forth a buzz of 
criticism, the cause of which he 
inquired about. "You have an¬ 
nounced the fall of your govern¬ 
ment, that is all," was the reputed 
reply. 


He [Wellington] would now advert to a part of the discussion of 
that night, in allusion to a portion of his Majesty's Speech, upon a 
subject which gave him very great pain, he alluded to the state 
of the public mind in a certain part of the kingdom, and the out¬ 
rages there committed. He certainly could not help agreeing with a 
noble Marquis (Camden) who had spoken early in the debate, that 
the outrages of which that country had been the scene, were not to 
be attributed to distress; for at a period when the population of the 
country had unquestionably been exposed to greater severities of 
condition such scenes of outrage had not taken place. He should 
imagine that the outrages were carried on by two different classes 
of people. Some of the offences had been committed by a class 
which was always disposed to break machines, which they thought 
(and certainly rightly thought) would, in the first instance, throw 
them out of work, although they did not see that, eventually, ma¬ 
chinery created an additional demand for labour and bettered the 
condition of the labourer. But he was sorry to say that there was 
another class of persons who burnt and destroyed property without 
any visible motive whatever. Of what were the causes of these 
recent outrages, however, the Ministers knew no more than the 
gentry and magistracy of the county had told them. They were 
doing every thing in their power to help the gentry and magistrates 
of the county to discover the causes, and they were giving them 
every assistance they required to put the law in force, and to put 
down the disturbances as quickly as possible. This subject brought 
him to what noble Lords had said respecting the putting the coun¬ 
try in a state to overcome the evils likely to result from the late 
disturbances in France. 
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The noble Earl had alluded to the propriety of effecting Parlia¬ 
mentary Reform. The noble Earl had, however, been candid 
enough to acknowledge that he was not prepared with any measure 
of reform, and he could have no scruple in saying that his Majesty's 
Government was as totally unprepared with any plan as the noble 
Lord. Nay, he, on his own part, would go further, and say, that 
he had never read or heard of any measure up to the present mo¬ 
ment which could in any degree satisfy his mind that the state of 
the representation could be improved, or be rendered more satisfac¬ 
tory to the country at large than at the present moment. He would 
not, however, at such an unseasonable time, enter upon the subject, 
or excite discussion, but he should not hesitate to declare unequiv¬ 
ocally what were his sentiments upon it. He was fully convinced 
that the country possessed at the present moment a Legislature 
which answered all the good purposes of legislation, and this to 
a greater degree than any Legislature ever had answered in any 
country whatever. He would go further and say, that the Legislature 
and the system of representation possessed the full and entire 
confidence of the country—deservedly possessed that confidence— 
and the discussions in the Legislature had a very great influence 
over the opinions of the country. He would go still further and 
say, that if at the present moment he had imposed upon him the 
duty of forming a Legislature for any country, and particularly for 
a country like this, in possession of great property of various descrip¬ 
tions, he did not mean to assert that he could form such a Legisla¬ 
ture as they }X)sssessed now, for the nature of man was incapable 
of reaching such excellence at once; but his great endeavour would 
be, to form some description of legislature which would produce 
the same results. The representation of the people at present con¬ 
tained a large body of the property of the country, and in which the 
landed interests had a preponderating influence. Under these cir¬ 
cumstances, he was not prepared to bring forward any measure of 
the description alluded to by the noble Lord. He was not only not 
prepared to bring forward any measure of this nature, but he would 
at once declare that as far as he was concerned, as long as he held 
any station in the government of the country, he should always feel 
it his duty to resist such measures when proposed by others. 



6 . The Chartist Program 

Earl Stanhope presented on June failure of the 1832 Reform Bill 
25, 1839, several petitions that to produce a reformed Parliament 
prayed practically for the applica- that responded to popular needs 
Hon of the Chartist program to the and from continuing economic dis- 
consHtuHom That program called tress, which was augmented hy 
for universal manhood suffrage, the depression of 1837. Some 
equal electoral districts, vote by of the Chartist leaders thought 
ballot, abolition of property quali- to effect the enactment of this 
fications for members of Parlia- program by moral suasion, others, 
ment, payment of members of somewhat later, by physical force. 
Parliament, and annually elected Wellingtons comments are taken 
Parliaments, from Hansard (XLVIII [3d Ser.], 

The movement arose from the 826-28). 

The Duke of Wellington agreed with the noble Viscount oppo¬ 
site, in much that had fallen from him with respect to the inexpedi¬ 
ency of delivering lengthened harangues in that House, on the 
presentation of petitions, and he could not help lamenting that the 
noble Earl, his noble Friend, should have taken that opportunity 
of delivering one of those long harangues* The petitioners stated 
fairly enough the grievances of which they complained, and prayed 
for the adoption of measures calculated to put an end to them. 
He could not help regretting that his noble Friend should, on that 
occasion, have been tempted to dilate, at so much length, upon 
the supposed causes of those grievances, and their present and 
anticipated effects, without suggesting some measure, such as the 
repeal of the Poor-law, or bringing forward some distinct proposi¬ 
tion for the enactment of a new law, or the repeal of an old one. 
If he made some such proposition and that the I louse did not attend 
to him, then indeed might the noble Earl find some excuse for 
haranguing on the presentation of petitions; but it really was un¬ 
worthy of the great mind of his noble Friend to endeavour to excite 
such a spirit as his speeches were calculated to call forth. 

He was happy, however, to find that his noble Friend and he 
agreed in some things, that he disapproved of the arming of the 
people, and he hoped that if the disaffected spirit which was abroad 
went further, he and the noble Earl should be found on the same 
side, that they would stand in the same ranks. He should wish 
to stand near the noble Earl. Of one thing there could be no doubt, 
that his own place would be on the side of order and the laws, and 
he hoped that the noble Earl would be found near him. Let the 

“ Viscount Melbourne. 
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noble Earl bring forward measures upon those several subjects, and 
let the House decide upon them at once. That would be a more 
fair and manly course, and one more likely to give satisfaction to the 
country than the course which the noble Earl thought fit to pursue 
night after night. 

With regard to the subject of the petition which had been pre¬ 
sented by the noble Earl, he must confess that he had heard with 
great satisfaction the sentiments which the noble Viscount opposite 
had expressed upon these subjects. He fully concurred with the 
noble Viscount in the propriety of opposing the further extension 
of the suffrage, and upon the very same ground, namely, that such 
extension would be inconsistent with the best interests of the coun¬ 
try. He likewise concurred in the sentiments which the noble 
Viscount had expressed upon the subject of the ballot,^® that 
obnoxious, and he must say, un-English measure; at the same time 
he deeply regretted that the noble Viscount had thought proper 
to make it what was called an open question. He had had the mis¬ 
fortune to be in office when there were such questions, and he 
must say that he never could consider them as anything but a 
symptom of weakness on the part of those who were carrying on 
the service of their Sovereign—a symptom that they were not acting 
together, that they did not agree amongst themselves, and that there 
was a division, also, amongst their supporters. Instead of its being 
a matter of satisfaction that an important question like the ballot 
should be left an open question, he regarded it as a circumstance 
most likely to prove disastrous to the Government, and eventually 
so to the country. Under these circumstances, although perfectly 
content with the opinions delivered upon the subject by the noble 
Viscount, he confessed he had lamented, and did still lament most 
sincerely, that the question of the ballot should be considered an 
open question by the Government, and more particularly still did 
he regret that it should ever have been declared so. 


Le,, the secret ballot. 



7 . The Owenite Program 


The Bishop of Exeter spoke on 
February 4, 1840, on the motion, 
'Viz., that an humble Address be 
presented to her Majesty, praying 
that her Majesty would be pleased 
to command, that inquiries should 
be made into the diffusion of bias- 
phemous and unmoral publica¬ 
tions, especially as to the tenets 
and proceedings of a society estab¬ 
lished under the name of Socialists; 
who were represented in petitions 
presented to this House to be a 
society, the object of which was by 
the diffusion of its doctrines to 
destroy the existing laws and insti¬ 
tutions of this country.'* The 
Dukes opinions are to be found in 
Hansard (LI [3d Ser.], 1210-11). 
The latter may, perhaps, he for¬ 
given for his vagueness, since 


different emphases upon Robert 
Owens ideas obtained at different 
times and places. Owen had come 
to believe, out of his life's experi¬ 
ences, that environment was a de¬ 
terminate factor in the molding of 
men. He himself had attempted to 
improve their lot by factory leg¬ 
islation, trade-unionism, inchoate 
co-operative organizations, and so- 
called community or socialistic ex¬ 
periments such as that at New 
Harmony, Indiana. His was a 
Utopian socialism. 

Unfortunately for his schemes, 
his ideas on religion alienated 
many people of all classes of 
society and his lack of enthu¬ 
siasm for Parliamentary reform 
estranged members of the working 
class. 


The Duke of Wellington till lately had known nothing whatever 
about these Socialists. His attention was first directed to them by a 
petition which was sent to him to present to their Lordships’ House 
having reference to the presentation of Mr. Owen at court by the 
noble Viscount at the head of the Government. He declined to 
present the petition, because he knew nothing about the matter, 
and did not choose to embark himself in the support or discussion 
of a subject of which he had no knowledge. Having intimated this 
to the petitioner, he received a communication in reply, containing 
a full statement of what Socialism was. By this means he obtained 
a knowledge of the system; he saw some of the books published by 
the society, and became aware of the doctrines,they advanced; and, 
having obtained this information upon the subject, he must say that 
the right rev. Prelate had not in any way exaggerated the vicious¬ 
ness of the system. It appeared to have spread itself over a great 
part of the country; and, upon inquiry, he found that it had taken 
root rather extensively in the county in which he resided. In 
Hampshire they had purchased 800 acres of land, and established a 
large institution. In reference to that institution, he had that day 


” Viscount Melbourne. 
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presented a petition to their Lordships which contained statements 
regarding blasphemy, regarding the Holy Scriptures, regarding God 
Almighty, regarding all the great points of our belief, which in his 
estimation demanded a most serious inquiry. 

When he read that petition, which he did as soon as it was placed 
in his hands, he felt it to be his duty as the Lord-lieutenant of the 
county, to call the attention of the county magistrates to the facts 
which it set forth. In the same way he maintained that it was the 
duty of the House of Lords and of the Government, now that the 
facts were brought before them, to take some steps in the matter. 
The doctrines of Socialism were rapidly gaining strength-were 
rapidly spreading themselves over the whole of the country-they 
had got beyond the point at which one could say "the thing will 
fall to pieces: take no notice of it.” That was one way of treating 
an affair, but Socialism had got beyond that point. Some step must 
be taken. The people must be made to understand that neither the 
legislature nor the Government looked upon this institution in any 
other way than with disfavour-that they were determined to dis¬ 
countenance it-and that wherever, in the promulgation of its doc¬ 
trines, there should be a breach of the law, that breach of the law 
should be punished. If the Government would undertake the 
matter, and institute such an inquiry as they thought fit, he should 
be willing to leave it in their hands; at the same time saying that, 
as a magistrate, a public man, and a Lord-lieutenant of a county, he 
would do everything in his power to assist them in canying on their 
inquiries, in order to bring this system to an end. 
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S IR ROBERT PEEL (1788 1850) was closely connected with the 
Duke of Wellington in his official life, though differing from 
him much in disposition and characteristics. He came from a 
family famous in the history of calico printing. Entering Parlia¬ 
ment in 1809, he accepted official position in 1810 and, like Pitt, 
was early limited by the responsibilities of office. As one of his 
numerous biographers has said, *‘Born in a Tory home, the 
young Peel was sent to a Tory school, graduated in a Tory 
university and took office in a Tory administration before he was 
twenty-five years of age.*' ^ Like a Tory he disliked the cause of 
revolution, believed the French Revolution, in particular, a 
disaster, and, perhaps, rather uncritically, connected revolution 
and reform. But experience gradually led him to question his 
inherited theories. Critics, including many contemporaries, saw 
in his shift of attitude merely the surrender of Tory principles 
one after another as opportunity permitted or demanded. More 
sympathetic biographers have thought him a person of great 
intellectual honesty who gave up early ideas as he was convinced 
that the needs of his country required change in policies. Per¬ 
haps his followers would have felt kindlier toward him in his 
opportunism had he not possessed a nature cold, reserved, and 
sensitive that made it difficult even for his closest colleagues to 
approach him. 

Peel, as Chief Secretary for Ireland from 1812 to 1818, came 
in contact with patronage problems, the question of coercion 
acts, the need for establishing adequately organized police, 
whence the term '"peelers," and in general perhaps with the ad¬ 
visability of schooling himself in "chilling caution." “ 

‘ J. R. Thursfield, Peel (London: Macmillan and Company, 1907), p. 11. 
'George K. Clark, Peel and the Conservative Party (London: George 
Bell and £)ns, Ltd., 1929), p. 11. 
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He was a private member after his return from Ireland until, 
in January 1822, he became Home Secretary with a place in the 
Cabinet. His attention was soon turned, therefore, to the state 
of the criminal law. In dealing with a problem that had called 
forth the energy of such reformers as Romilly and Mackintosh, 
he caused acts to be passed which changed more than 250 old 
statutes. Later, in 1827, he hoped still further to mitigate the 
criminal code (cf. ''The Consolidation of Criminal Laws,'^ page 
95) and prevent crime through the organization of metropoli¬ 
tan police.® 

In the meantime the old Liverpool Cabinet of which he was 
a member had broken up. Peel refused to hold office under Can¬ 
ning because of his own opposition to Catholic emancipation, but 
under Wellington he became the leader of the House of Com¬ 
mons. In this capacity he was obliged to introduce a measure for 
Catholic relief though he had habitually objected throughout his 
career to proposals which he now espoused. Necessity may have 
forced Peel, as he claimed, to surrender his earlier tenets, but 
in any case men of all cliques and parties never forgot his ap¬ 
parent inconsistency. However, in his treatment of Parlia¬ 
mentary reform he seems to have rewon to a degree the esteem 
of followers. Since Tory principles were opposed to Parlia¬ 
mentary reform he thought consistency demanded that he refuse 
to join the Duke in any endeavour to form an administration 
which should attempt to pass a moderate reform bill. He himself 
argued cleverly against Lord John Russell's measure.'* 

He accepted the Act of 1832, however, when it became a law 
as an essential part of the English constitution and even assisted 
the Whigs to a degree in the passing of the Municipal Corpora¬ 
tions Act (cf. "Corporation Reform," page 101), thus applying 
to local government his idea of the deliberate and gradual im- 

E rovement of every institution that needed reform. Indeed, he 
ad already by the famous Tamworth Manifesto (1834) an¬ 
nounced alike to his constituency and the world his intention, 
as the leader of his party, of undertaking, in a friendly temper, 
a careful review of institutions, civil and ecclesiastical, in order 
to correct proved abuses and redress real grievances among those 

•His speech on the Metropolitan Police Improvement Bill (April 15, 
1829) may be found in Hansard, XXI, 867-81. 

•Cf. Hansard, II, 1330-56. 
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established rights which he would firmly support. In general, his 
concern was with the maintenance of the constitution, the safety 
of the church, and the economic problems of his day. He was 
hardly affected by popular demands as can be seen in his remarks 
on the national petition of the Chartists.® 

Relying upon statistics and other data laboriously acquired he 
possessed sufficient abilities, however, to make a lasting place 
for himself in the field of economics. As early as 1819 he had 
passed a measure which established the principle that all bank 
notes should be payable on demand in gold. In times of dif¬ 
ficulties, however, county banks had failed to cash their notes 
and even the Bank of England had been in danger in 1825 and 
1839. Because of this situation the House of Commons had 
appointed committees in 1840 and 1841 that obtained important 
evidence upon which Peel acted in the Bank Act of 1844. '‘The 
great speech in which he introduced his measure [cf. “Bank 
Charter—The Currency,'^ 105 ] is the Parliamentary found¬ 

ation of all sound thinking on the subject and remains to this 
day the most authoritative exposition of the true principles of 
the national currency® 

On the question of tariff Peel was early influenced by the 
advocate of a freer trade policy, William Huskisson. He did de¬ 
fend the Corn Laws, however, on the plea of expediency, though 
to a man of his family traditions there must have been some 
appeal in the cry that free trade meant cheap food, light taxes, 
better trade. After the passage of the Reform Act of 1832 Peel 
had not held office, except for a few months in 1834-1835, until 
1841. His famous budget speech of March 1842 foretold the 
removal of many duties, though not those on sugar and corn. 
But the combination of the Anti-Corn Law League, headed by 
the logical Cobden and eloquent Bright, the potato blight, and 
the maneuvering of the Whigs, forced Peel, in spite of the 
strength of agricultural interests in his party, to repeal the Com 
Laws (cf. page 117). Disraeli led the formidable opposition of 
his own party with such success that the Prime Minister, soon 

®Cf. Hansard, LXIII, 76-81 (May 3, 1842). 

® Thursfield, p. 195, but J. H. Clapham, An Economic History of Modem 
Britain (Cambridge: The University Press, 1926-1938) I, 521, declares the 
speech to be more noteworthy as a political efFort than satisfactory from the 
economist’s standpoint. Tresham Lever in The Life and Times of Sir Robert 
Peel (London: George Allen and Unwin, Ltd., 1942) is noncommittal. 
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deserted by the Whigs who had given assistance during the 
struggle, fell from power (cf. “Resignation of the Ministry,” 
page 133). An accident caused his death four years later and left 
the way open for the development of men who possessed greater 
personal ambition and wider outlook on social problems—Glad¬ 
stone and Disraeli. 

Peel was an able speaker. His voice was clear and pleasant, 
and he uttered his ideas with dignity of expression and purity 
of diction. His eloquence, it is usually conceded, was not of the 
highest order, but a thorough knowledge of the subject under 
discussion and clearness in the development of his ideas held 
and moved his hearers even when he failed to set forth great 
philosophical truths or to display a genius versatile as that of 
Canning. 



I. The Consolidation of Criminal Laws 

The following speech is one of main incised in the mind of a 
many which Sir Robert Peel gave public concerned with the develop- 
before the House of Commons on ments of this latter movement. But 
the question of criminal reform. It criminal law reform—the more im- 
was delivered on February 22, portant of the two movements— 
1827, It can be found in Han- depended on the publics under- 
SARD (XVI [N,S,], 632-42). standing that security for neither 

Sir Robert Peel came to repre- life nor property had resulted from 
sent the leadership of the criminal extreme penalties, such as was im- 
law reform movement in 1823. plied by punishment by death 
Previously, much effort for this re- for some two hundred offenses, 
form had been expended by Sir Hence, Sir Robert's approach to 
Samuel Romilly and Sir James the problems described in this 
Mackintosh, who were anxious to speech is the kind of approach 
alter the laws that filled the prisons which engendered confidence in 
and were not unmindfid, there- his leadership and which permit- 
fore, of the related movement of ted him to reduce ultimately the 
prison reform itself. The names of number of offenses calling for cap 
John Howard, Jeremy Bentham, Hal punishment to a mere half 
and Elizabeth Fry will always re- dozen, 

Mr. Secretary Peel rose to bring forward his promised motion. He 
had now, he said, agreeably to that motion, to apply to the House 
for leave to bring in four bills, having for their object the simplifica¬ 
tion and consolidation of the statutes relating to the Criminal Laws. 
The first of those bills was intended to consolidate and amend the 
laws relating to theft, and the various offences connected therewith. 
The second was to amend the law relating to another class of 
offence against the subject, namely, a wilful and malicious injury 
of property. The third bill for which he should move, would be 
to consolidate and amend the laws relating to remedies against the 
hundred. And the fourth bill which he should submit to the notice 
of the House, would have the effect of repealing such statutes as 
would be superseded by the three first bills, in order not to encum¬ 
ber the Statute-book, by the introduction of separate acts of parlia¬ 
ment for the attainment of that object. By this means, the three 
bills which he had already named would not be impeded in their 
operation by clauses and enactments contrary to their spirit. 

He had entered last session so fully into the policy and necessity 
of amending the criminal statutes, that he was not sure whether 
it was at all necessary to enforce the reasoning which he then used, 

^ Secretary for the Home Department. 
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or to trouble the House with a repetition of his views, notwith¬ 
standing some of the members whom he had now the honour to 
address were not in parliament on that occasion. Indeed, it required 
no very powerful reasoning to show the necessity and policy of 
consolidating the criminal laws of this country, and of simplifying, 
as much as possible, those statutes relating to crime and misde¬ 
meanour, which had hitherto created so much error and confusion 
in our courts of justice. Such a course as that of revising and 
consolidating confused and unintelligible statutes appeared so con¬ 
sistent with reason and common sense, that he scarcely thought it 
necessary to adduce any arguments in its favour, where all whom 
he had the honour to address must agree in the necessity of the 
measure. He was therefore quite satisfied that the House would 
sanction the part which he had taken, and confirm the support 
which his predecessor had given to the subject. 

The House, however, was not called upon to give a blind judg¬ 
ment: on the contrary, he wished and expected that honourable 
gentlemen would reserve to themselves the power of expressing an 
opinion on a subject of such vital importance. Although, however, 
he had suggested many changes, he had not, after all, proposed any 
very important alterations in the criminal statutes; because he was 
desirous of proceeding gradually in the course of improvement, and 
to avoid as much as possible the use of rash experiments. What he 
wished was, to collect all that was valuable from existing statutes, 
and to preserve from a mass of contradiction and confusion, various 
clauses and provisions introduced at different periods into our 
criminal laws. He was desirous of selecting all that was worthy 
of being preserved, in order to present to the House a useful and 
efficient statute, and thus to place as it were in juxta position all the 
law connected with the criminal jurisprudence of the country. It 
was his wish to abolish every part of the criminal statutes that could 
not with safety be acted on, and to accommodate the laws relating 
to crime to the present circumstances of the country, and the im¬ 
proved state of society. 

Feeling, therefore, that the House would agree, in principle at 
least, to the measures which he intended to propose, he did not 
think it necessary to trouble them with any further arguments, but 
would proceed at once to explain the present state of the law relat¬ 
ing to theft, which was the subject of his first bill. It was the prac¬ 
tice, in criminal courts of justice, to distinguish between grand 
and petty larceny, and to award different punishments for each 
crime. It appeared, however, that the only difference between them 
consisted in the amount of the property stolen; for thus the law 
stood on the subject. If a man was convicted of stealing an article 
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under the value of one shilling, it was simple larceny, punishable at 
the option of the magistrate before whom the case was heard; but, 
if the property stolen exceeded one shilling in value, the crime was 
called grand larceny, to which a capital punishment was attached. 

Now, after giving to the subject his best consideration, he could 
not see the necessity of retaining the distinction which the law laid 
down in these cases. There were many inferior courts spread 
throughout this country, which had power to take cognizance of, 
and to try persons charged with, the crime of petty larceny, but 
who had not power to try for the crime of grand larceny. The con¬ 
sequence of this was, that both courts and prosecutors, feeling the 
great expense and inconvenience of sending persons charged with 
these offences to be tried by the higher tribunals, agreed to evade 
the law, by stating in the indictment, that the value of the article 
stolen was less than one shilling. These instances, it was true, 
were not very creditable to the parties concerned, but they furnished 
ample reasons for abolishing all distinctions between grand and 
petty larceny. 

He would, therefore, unite the different species of the crime of 
larceny under one general law; and he would fix, as the maximum 
of punishment, a sentence of transportation for seven years. It was 
hitherto the custom to mitigate the sentences affixed to the crime of 
grand larceny; but he owned he could not see the reason why, if 
the power existed, a criminal convicted of this crime should not be 
transported for stealing to the value of two shillings. There was 
a material difference between grand and simple larceny, when a 
prisoner was twice convicted. A man who repeated the crime of 
grand larceny, was liable to a sentence of death, without benefit 
of clergy. He meant to propose, that the capital punishment should 
be dispensed with in this instance. 

He would propose also to do away with a term which had long 
been mixed up with the criminal law of England. He meant the 
“benefit of clergy.’' It was extremely difficult to apply the term 
“without benefit of clergy” to any particular crime and, to say what 
was a clergyable offence. It appeared to him, that the law in this 
particular should be simplified. Instead of saying, therefore, that 
the man who commits grand larceny a second time was guilty of a 
capital offence, without benefit of clergy, he proposed to substitute 
the punishment of transportation for life. This would serve to make 
the law more clear and intelligible; and he was sure that the House 
would go with him in every alteration he proposed, whereby the 
number of capital crimes might be lessened. Thus, the man con¬ 
victed of grand larceny a second time would no longer be subject 
to death. In proposing this alteration he was aware, however, that 
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it was not very material; as it rarely occurred that the penalty of 
death was put in force when a man was convicted of grand larceny 
a second time; but it was right at the same time, that the law in 
this particular should be clear and determinate; for it was one of 
the just objections brought by foreigners against the criminal laws 
of England, that we condemned men to death for crimes, who were 
never executed, and whose sentence was, in fact, never intended 
to be carried into effect. It would therefore be a material improve¬ 
ment, if, in every available instance, we could erase capital punish¬ 
ments from the Statute-book, and provide milder punishments, and 
thereby avoid the mockery of condemning men to death, merely 
because that penalty was attached to the crime which they had com¬ 
mitted. 

He proposed also to mitigate the penalty for stealing in a dwell- 
house to the value of forty shillings. According to the law, as it 
now stood, the penalty of death was attached to that crime. A 
distinction, however, he conceived should be made; and there were 
cases in which the punishment of death might be considered harsh 
and unnecessary. He therefore meant to propose, that the sum of 
forty shillings should be raised to a higher amount; by which means 
the number of capital convictions for this species of crime would 
be considerably diminished. 

He was not prepared to say whether or no it might not be neces¬ 
sary to go further in the plan of reducing the number of capital 
convictions. Much had lately been done, and much remained to do; 
but he thought he might claim some credit to himself for having 
done more towards the great and important object of improving 
and consolidating the criminal statutes of this country, than any 
other individual who had gone before him. He never was an advo¬ 
cate for the infliction of capital punishments, and he thought it 
would be found, on comparing the executions for the last five 
years, in which he had presided at the home department, that they 
had not increased in number, as compared with those that had taken 
place in former years. Willing as he felt, however, to reduce the 
amount of capital convictions, he advised the House not to be led 
away too far by mistaken feelings. If parliament were to proceed 
too rapidly to overthrow the existing enactments, a strong prej¬ 
udice might arise in the country against measures that were in¬ 
tended for the public good; and thus the great object of justice and 
humanity might be defeated. 

With respect to the law relative to malicious injuries to property, 
which his second bill was intended to embrace, he conceived that 
it might be beneficially altered, and confined within proper limits. 
He conceived the punishment attached to the crime of cutting down 
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hop-fences, stakes, hedges, etc*, was neither clearly nor properly 
defined; and therefore he proposed to abrogate the law altogether, 
and try the effects of a milder punishment. Without entering more 
fully into the particular clauses of each bill, of which the committee, 
whose appointment he anticipated, could best judge; he would now 
only refer to the general principles upon which he came forward 
to claim the countenance and support of the House. Notwithstand¬ 
ing the very able assistance he had had, he felt considerable dif¬ 
ficulty in drawing up the bills which he hoped to be allowed to 
introduce; owing to the number of abstruse and unintelligible 
phrases which he found it necessary to use, in compliance with the 
usage of the law in this particular. The endless repetition of 
words; the confusion of the singular and plural number; the fre¬ 
quent use of the words 'party or parties,'' "defendant or defendants," 
"corporations," or "persons," had always, he confessed, puzzled him 
beyond measure, whenever he had occasion to refer to an act of 
parliament. He had, therefore, in the bills which he had framed, 
avoided as much as possible the confusion arising from the frequent 
introduction of words and phrases; and at the commencement of 
each bill, he had defined the precise punishment for each particular 
crime, adding to the end of the bill, in order to remove any doubt 
occasioned by the ambiguity of the language, that the word "per¬ 
son," when mentioned in the body of the bill, should be taken to 
mean the party accused, whether man, woman, or child, and that 
the same should hold good, with regard to owner, defendant, or de¬ 
fendants, or by whatever term the accused party might be desig¬ 
nate.^. 


He must also say, that he had another motive for proceeding 
gradually and slowly in this matter. It was necessary to carry along 
with him all the instruments engaged in the administration of 
justice; for if too many changes were suddenly made in the laws 
of daily and ordinary occurrence, and if what was declared law 
was not executed well, no advantage would result to the country. 
He was aware, that a more splendid fame might be acquired by 
attaching his name to the introduction of a new code of law, as 
had been done elsewhere; but greater advantage to the country 
would be gained by convincing the people, who were justly at¬ 
tached to their ancient institutions, that the circumstances which 
had given rise to them, were either altered or gone by; that they 


•There is omitted a discussion of fees and improvement in the office of 
coroner and other offices. 
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could be amended and improved; and that the rust and impurity 
which they had acquired, by the lapse of time and carelessness 
of legislation, could be removed without injuring their substance 
or impairing their strength. The House would confer greater 
benefits on the people by reconciling them to the improvements 
which it sanctioned, and by showing them that those improvements 
could be made without any practical inconvenience, than by at¬ 
tempting too much at once in the shape of innovation, and by lead¬ 
ing them away by splendid illusions of general improvement. He 
would be content, if by his humble efforts, a gradual reform could 
be effected in our criminal law, without leading to any great prac¬ 
tical inconvenience: and he trusted that, so far from dissatisfaction 
being excited by the attempts of the House to accommodate ancient 
usages to the necessities of modern times, the attachment of the 
people to those usages would be increased, by their being convinced 
that the foundations of those usages were only widened to receive 
additional strength, and that it was wiser to amend them where 
they were defective, than to maintain them steadily because they 
were antiquated imperfections. He would now move, 'That leave 
be given to bring in a bill for consolidating and amending the laws 
in England, relative to Larceny, Burglary, and Robbery.'' 



2. Corporation Reform 


Lord John Russell rose on June 
5, 1835, to ask leave of the House 
of Commons "'to bring in a Bill, 
to 'provide for the regulation of 
Municipal Corporations in Eng¬ 
land and Wales.*' Sir Robert Peel 
followed with the address, a por¬ 
tion of which is given (Hansard, 
XXVIII [3d Ser.], 558-71). 

The Municipal Corporations Act 
of 1835 was, perhaps, a corollary 
of the Great Reform Bill of 1832: 
as there had been public demand 
for the removal of numbers of 
anomalies in the Parliamentary 
representative system, so was there 
outcry for the abolition of abuses 
and corruption in the municipal 
corporations. A municipal commis¬ 
sion, which was appointed in 1833 
to study the situation, concluded 
its work in 1835. A bill based on 
its recommendations was the bill 
which Lord John Russell was per¬ 


mitted to bring before the House 
of Commons. The terms did give 
uniformity of government to most 
boroughs and cities, except Lon¬ 
don and a few nonpopulous places, 
increased representative authority 
to the local populace in a large 
number of cases, but also excluded 
individuals as electors of town 
councils if they had not regularly 
paid their poor rates during a pre¬ 
ceding three years. The terms, 
therefore, were regarded with hos¬ 
tility by both the Radicals and the 
Tories. Sir Robert Peel, however, 
had already concluded that the na¬ 
tion would benefit from some kinds 
of changes, and, even though he 
pointed out that corruption was 
not concentrated in places where 
the few rather than the many, or 
where Tories rather than Whigs, 
controlled, he made ''no opposition 
whatever" to the motion. 


Although, Sir, I have resolved to avail myself of every advantage 
in the discussion of this most important question, which additional 
time and opportunities of reference, not only to documents already 
in the possession of the House, but to others which are not yet laid 
before it will afford me, and to decline entering, therefore, into any 
detailed discussion of the measure which the noble Lord has this 
night proposed: yet, Sir, on account of its vast importance, I should 
be unwilling to allow the Motion to be put from the Chair without 
a single observation having been offered on the subject except those 
contained in the speech of the noble Lord. I shall make no opposi¬ 
tion whatever to that Motion; I shall throw not the slightest im¬ 
pediment in the way of the introduction of this Bill—and, moreover, 
I am about to state opinions upon the subject of Municipal Reform 
generally—though not in immediate reference to this measure, the 
details of which are so important that each is entitled to separate 
discussion—which will prove that an opposition on my part, to the 
introduction of this measure would be quite inconsistent with the 
opinions which I entertain. 
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Sir, when I look to the state of the population of the larger towns 
of this kingdom—when I contemplate the rapidity with which 
places, which at no remote period were inconsiderable villages, have 
through manufacturing industry, started into life and into great 
wealth and importance—when I look, too, to the imperfect provision 
which is now made for the preservation of order and the administra¬ 
tion of justice in most of those towns—I cannot deny that the time 
has arrived when it is of the utmost importance to the well-being 
of society, to establish within societies so circumstanced a good sys¬ 
tem of Municipal government. In some of these towns no perma¬ 
nent and regular provision is, at present, made for the maintenance 
of public order, and the general purposes of good government; in 
others the provision which was originally intended to be made 
through the instrumentality of the Corporate system, has become 
utterly inefficient for the purpose; and I am bound to admit there¬ 
fore, that on account of the change of circumstances, and on that 
account singly, there is ample ground for now considering whether 
such provision ought not to be made in towns not corporate; and 
whether in those towns which have Corporations, the provision at 
present in force be not inadequate! 

Sir, I am bound also to state that, on referring as fully as I have 
been able to do since they were presented, and amid the great pres¬ 
sure of other business, to the reports on the state of Corporations, 
the general impression left on my mind is, that, independently of 
the considerations above mentioned, the general purport of the evi¬ 
dence adduced before the commission,® shows that the time is also 
arrived, when it is necessary for Parliament to interfere, for the pur¬ 
pose of providing some effectual checks against the abuses, which 
have been proved to prevail in some of the corporate bodies of this 
country. 1 therefore. Sir, without hesitation admit, that it is of the 
utmost importance to the well-being of society, that a good system 
of municipal government should be provided for the larger towns 
of this country, whether they be corporate or not, by the means of 
which the regular and pure administration of justice may be ex¬ 
tended and secured, and the maintenance of public order promoted 
through the means of a well-regulated police. 

And, Sir, after having made that admission, I think it follows, 
almost as a matter of course, that corporations where they exist, 
ought to be made mainly instrumental in effecting those objects. 
To leave the corporations precisely on their present ground, and to 
establish new rates (where they may be necessary) for municipal 

•The commission had spent a year and a half in investigating two hun¬ 
dred corporations. 
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purposes by new laws to be now passed, making no new provision 
for the application of these revenues, placing them under the sole 
control of corporate bodies existing on the old principle, would 
have a great tendency to defeat the object in view. If we admit 
the fact that the well-being of society requires the consideration 
of a good system of Municipal government, it is impossible to 
exclude from simultaneous consideration the existing state of the 
corporate bodies themselves. I think Parliament has a right to 
require, by laws to be now passed, that the revenues of these 
Corporations, excepting where they are applied under particular 
bequests to special purposes, shall be henceforth devoted to public 
purposes, connected with public municipal interests. I must say, 
that if I were a member of any corporation, so far from looking 
at this question in a mere narrow, party light, I should feel a much 
greater interest, a much stronger, direct, personal, pecuniary interest, 
in seeing the corporate funds applied to public purposes, than in 
seeing them applied to any system of public feasting, or to any 
objects of mere electioneering and party interest. 

At the same time it is due to the existing corporations to admit 
at once, that while I have not the slightest objection to any new 
provision to be made by law which should impose some check 
on the appropriation of corporate revenues, such check will involve 
a new principle of law. The principle of the law heretofore has 
been, that these corporate bodies have had a legal right to apply 
their funds to other than public municipal purposes: they clearly 
had a right to apply their funds to corporate purposes as distin¬ 
guished from municipal; and I apprehend that it has been ruled 
by the highest authorities, that excepting so far as the restraining 
statutes interfered with the powers of ecclesiastical corporations, 
the corporations of this country had a right to regulate at their 
discretion, the application of their property, and even to alienate it, 
if they thought proper. The report made by the Commissioners 
has not sufficiently referred to the principles of law in conformity 
with which the corporations have hitherto acted. I think, also, there 
is ground for complaint that this report involves all the corpora¬ 
tions in too indiscriminate a censure, that it does not sufficiently 
point out the many cases in which corporations have acted honestly 
in the performance of their trust, but that it has thrown a general 
reflection upon all corporations, in consequence of the abuse of 
their functions by a limited number. 

The noble Lord did wisely in laying down the principle that we 
had much better defer to a future opportunity any attempt to cite 
particular instances in which corporations may not have been justly 
dealt with. It is much more convenient on this occasion to refer 
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to the general principle of the measure than to enter into the 
consideration of any special and individual cases. The noble Lord^s 
precepts, however, were, as it often happens, much sounder than 
his practice.^® 

“Sir Robert then shows that corruption on the part of members of cor¬ 
porations was not confined to Tories. Finally, discussing terms of Lord John 
Russell’s bill, he pronounced his fundamental assumption: “Of this I am 
satisfied, that no system of Municipal Government, however specious in its 
theory, will promote the object for which alone it ought to be designed, will 
ensure the maintenance of public order, the pure administration of justice, or 
the harmony and happiness of the societies to which it is to be applied, unless 
its direct tendency be to commit the management of Municipal affairs to the 
hands of those wno from the possession of property have the strongest inter¬ 
est in good government, and, from the qualifications of high character and 
intelligence, are most likely to conciliate the respect and confidence of their 
fellow citizens.” 



3. Bank Charter—The Currency 


The House of Commons, on the 
motion of Sir Robert Peel, resolved 
itself (May 6, 1844) into a com¬ 
mittee on the Bank of England 
Charter Act. PeeVs speech is to he 
found in Hansard (LXXIV [3d 
Ser.], 720-54). As a basis for this 
exposition of orthodox monetary 
theory Peel and his listeners could 
go back to the arrangement which 
existed between the nation and the 
Bank of England from the estab¬ 
lishment of the bank in 1694. In 
the early part of the eighteenth 
century a law had forbidden any 
association having more than six 
partners to carry on banking but 
laws of the early nineteenth cen¬ 
tury had permitted creation of joint- 
stock banks, such banks possessing 
the right to issue bank notes sub¬ 
ject to legislative restrictions. Joint- 
stock banks increased tremendously 


in their awn numbers and in the 
amount of paper money which 
they caused to circulate. Specula¬ 
tions in the form of new compa¬ 
nies became rampant, fears were 
expressed on the part of economists 
concerning the stability of business, 
while export of gold for ventures in 
the United States assisted to effect 
a decline of bullion in the Bank of 
England; a resulting recession in 
England and a depression in Amer¬ 
ica gave the opportunity to Peel to 
show patently his distrust of a sys¬ 
tem that allowed quantities of paper 
money to he issued on no adequate 
basis of btdlion. His own plans are 
clearly expressed in the latter part 
of his speech. Perhaps his ideas 
should be considered in conjunction 
with those of William E. Gladstone 
(cf. chapter 7, '‘International Mon¬ 
etary Conference,** page 299). 


Sir R. Peel rose, and addressing Mr. Greene, who was in the Chair, 
said—Sir, there are occasionally questions of such vast and mani¬ 
fest importance, and which prefer such a claim, I should rather 
say such a demand, on the attention of the House, that all rhetori¬ 
cal prefaces, dilating on their magnitude or enjoining the duty of 
patient consideration, are superfluous and impertinent. I shall, 
therefore, proceed at once to call the attention of this Committee 
to a matter which enters into every transaction of which money 
forms a part. There is no contract, public or private,—no engage¬ 
ment, national or individual, which is unaffected by it. The enter¬ 
prises of commerce, the profits of trade, the arrangements made 
in all the domestic relations of society, the wages of labour, pecu¬ 
niary transactions of the highest amount and of the lowest, the pay¬ 
ment of the national debt, the provision for the national expendi¬ 
ture, the command which the coin of the smallest denomination 
has over the necessaries of life, are all afiFected by the decision to 
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which we may come on that great question which I am about to 
submit to the consideration of the Committee.^^ 


My immediate proposition relates to Banking Concerns, and 
to the issue of Promissory Notes; but, considering that ten years 
have now elapsed since this subject was brought under considera¬ 
tion, I hope I shall be excused, if I take a wider range than the 
immediate questions for decision might seem to justify, and if I 
advert at the outset to the great principles which govern, or ought 
to govern, the Measure of Value, and the Medium of Exchange. 
They lie, in truth, at the very foundation of our discussion. We 
cannot hope to agree on the Measure to be adopted with regard to 
Paper Currency, unless we are agreed on the principles which 
determine the value of that of which Paper is the representative, 
and on the nature of the obligation which is imposed upon the 
issuer of Promissory Notes. Now I fear there is not a general 
agreement on those fundamental principles—that there is still a 
very material difference of opinion as to the real nature and 
character of the Measure of Value in this country. 

My first question, therefore, is, what constitutes this Measure 
of Value? What is the signification of that word Pound,^^ with 
which we are all familiar? What is the engagement to pay a 
'‘Pound”? Unless we are agreed on the answer to these questions, 
it is in vain we attempt to legislate on the subject. If a “Pound"' 
is a mere visionary abstraction, a something which does not exist 
either in law or in practice, in that case one class of measures 
relating to Paper Currency may be adopted; but if the word 
“Pound,"" the common denomination of value, signifies something 
more than a mere fiction—if a “Pound” means a quantity of the 
precious metals of certain weight and certain fineness—if that be 
the definition of a “Pound,"" in that case another class of measures 
relating to Paper Currency will be requisite. Now, the whole 
foundation of the proposal I am about to make rests upon the 
assumption that according to practice, according to law, according 
to the ancient monetary policy of this country, that which is im¬ 
plied by the word “Pound"" is a certain definite quantity of gold 

“Peel explained that Parliament had the power, in terms of the Act of 
1833, to reconsider the charter of the Bank of England, provided it did so 
within a few months. The state of the nation demanded, in his opinion, that 
Her Majesty’s Government should accept this opportunity. He therefore 
asked members of the House to give consideration to the subject no matter 
what pressure should be applied to them by country bankers who feared cur¬ 
tailment of their existing privileges. 
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with a mark upon it to determine its weight and fineness, and that 
the engagement to pay a Pound means nothing, and can mean 
nothing else, than the promise to pay to the holder, when he de¬ 
mands it that definite quantity of gold. 

What is the meaning of the ''Pound" according to the ancient 
monetary policy of this country? The origin of the term was this:— 
In the reign of William the Conqueror a pound weight of silver 
was also the pound of account. The “Pound" represented both the 
weight of metal and the denomination of money. By subsequent 
debasements of the currency a great alteration was made, not in 
the name, but in the intrinsic value of the Pound sterling, and 
it was not until a late period of the reign of Queen Elizabeth that 
silver, being then the standard of value, received that determinate 
weight which it retained without variation, with constant refusals 
to debase the standard of silver, until the year 1816, when gold 
became the exclusive standard of value. The standard of silver 
was fixed about 1567; but in 1717, the value of the guinea was 
determined to be 21s., and for a certain period, both gold and 
silver constituted the mixed standard of value. In the year 1774, 
it being then enacted that no legal contract should be discharged 
in silver for any sum of more than 25 gold became substantially 
the measure of value, and so it continued to be legally and prac¬ 
tically until 1797, when that fatal measure for restricting cash pay¬ 
ments by the Bank was passed, and parties were enabled to issue 
at their discretion Paper Money not convertible into coin at the 
will of the bearer. From 1797 to 1810 public attention was not 
much directed to this important subject; but in 1810 men of sagacity 
observed that the exchanges had been for a considerable period 
unfavourable to this country—more unfavourable than could be 
accounted for by the balance of trade or the monetary transactions 
of the country. 

A Committee was appointed to inquire into the subject, and 
opinions, not really novel, but at that time very startling, were 
enounced, to the effect that the “Pound" meant, in fact, nothing 
else than a definite quantity of the precious metals, and that those 
who promised to pay a Pound ought to pay that quantity. That 
theory was very much contested at the time. The House of Com¬ 
mons was not convinced by the arguments used in favour of it. 
The public mind, confused by the practice that had prevailed since 
the issue of inconvertible paper, would not admit the doctrine of 
a metallic standard. Those who contested it were, however, called 
upon to give their definition of the Pound Sterling, and it must 
be admitted that they responded to the call. They did not evade 
the question, as is now the practice, by writing long and unintel- 
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ligible pamphlets, but, confident in their own theories, gave, in 
brief and compendious forms, their definitions of the standard 
of value. One writer said, '*that a Pound might be defined to be 
a sense of value in reference to currency as compared with com¬ 
modities.” Another writer was dissatisfied with that definition, 
thinking the public had a right to something more definite and 
tangible, and that the meaning of 'a reference to currency as com¬ 
pared with commodities”, was not very obvious to enlightened 
minds. This writer said, 'There is a standard and there is an unit 
which is the measure of value, and that unit is the interest of 33 L 
6s. 8d. at 3 per cent, that being 1 L, and being paid in a Bank-note 
as money of account.” The last definition of the standard of value 
which I shall quote is this;—"The standard is neither gold nor 
silver, but it is something set up in the imagination, to be regulated 
by public opinion.” 

Such were the absurdities into which ingenious men were be¬ 
trayed, in the attempt to set up some other standard of value, more 
consistent with inconvertible paper than a metallic standard. It 
was supposed at that time that the doctrines propounded by the 
Bullion Committee were the visionary speculations of theorists, and 
were unknown in the former monetary history of this country. But 
that is not the case. Refer to every writer of eminence—to Mr. 
Locke, to Sir W. Petty, to any one who wrote before 1797, and 
who had not been familiar with inconvertible paper currency, 
and you will find they arrive at precisely the same conclusions with 
the Bullion Committee. Take the opinion of Mr. Harris, an officer 
of the Mint, and an eminent writer on the subject a century before 
the Bank Restriction Act: — 

"In all countries (says Mr. Harris) there is established a certain stand¬ 
ard both as to weight and fineness of the several species of those coins. 

"In England, the silver monies are to contain 111 parts of fine silver, 
and 6 parts of alloy. That is, the pound troy with us contains 11 oz. 2 
pennyweights of fine silver, and 18 pennyweights of alloy; and of a 
pound troy of this standard silver, our money pound contains W 02 parts, 
that is to say a pound of this silver is coinecf into 62s. This standard 
has continued invariable ever since the 43rd Elizabeth. 

"By the standard of money is always meant the quantity of pure or 
fine metal contained in a given sum. In England accounts are kept by 
the pound sterling, which is a certain quantity of fine silver appointed 
by law for a standard.” (He was writing at a time when silver was the 
standard in England.) "All payments abroad are regulated by the course 
of exchange, and that is founded upon the intrinsic value, and not on the 
mere names of coins. 

"We may break the public faith here, and curtail the long-established 
measure of property, but foreigners will make ample allowance for what 
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we may do, and however we may rob and cheat one another, will secure 
themselves, and make an advantage of our discredit, by bringing the 
exchange against us beyond the part/^ 

These are the true doctrines as to the measures of value, doc¬ 
trines delivered one hundred years before the Report of the Bullion 
Committee was made, but in precise conformity with that Report. 
The truth of them is not, I fear, even now admitted. Publications 
daily issue from the press contesting it. Here is a volume published 
at Birmingham since the commencement of the present year, not 
the production, I presume, of a single author, for it professes to be 
written by Gemini. I have no wish to withhold justice from writers 
who gave that proof of their sincerity, which is implied by the pub¬ 
lication of an octavo volume. And I admit at once, that I do not 
believe this w^ork could have proceeded from any other town in 
the Queen’s dominions than Birmingham, and that the efforts of 
no single writer are equal to the production of so much nonsense. 
This volume collects and repeats all the old exploded fallacies on 
the subject of the standard of value and the currency. Its authors 
bewail the darkness of the age which adheres to a standard which 
was adopted in the reign of Queen Elizabeth, and which they con¬ 
sider wholly unsuitable as a measure of value now, considering 
the extent of our commerce, and the increase of all pecuniary 
transactions in number and amount. They might with equal justice 
complain, that since travelling has been increased by the comple¬ 
tion of railways, the foot measure is still adhered to. There is no 
better reason for making the sovereign pass for twenty-five shillings 
instead of twenty, than for making the foot consist of sixteen inches 
instead of twelve. They consider it absurd, that with the progress 
we have made in wealth and knowledge, we should still coin the 
ounce of gold into a sum represented by 3L 17s. \OV 2 d. ''Coin the 
ounce of gold,” say they, "into 51. and we shall then have relief 
from our burthens, and encouragement to industry and trade.” 

Now, let us consider what is meant by affixing to the ounce of 
gold a value, represented in coin by the sum of 3Z. 17s. lOVid.'? 
According to the regulations of the Mint, before the alteration of 
the silver coin in 1816, a pound weight of standard gold was coined 
into 44Vi guineas; a pound weight of standard silver was coined 
into 62s.; and a guinea was made current for 21s. We are thus 
enabled to calculate the relative value of gold and silver according 
to the Mint regulations. The sum of 44Vi guineas in gold, that is 
a pound of gold, was equivalent to 1,869 sixpences in silver, and 
the pound of silver being equal to 124 sixpences in coin, the value 
of gold was to that of silver, as 1,869 to 124, or as 15%24 to I- The 
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ounce of gold in coin was equivalent to the corresponding amount 
in silver, namely, the twelfth part of 1,869 sixpences, that is to say, 
to 155 sixpences and of a shilling, or 31. 17s. lOVid. There was, 
indeed, a small difference in the amount of alloy in a pound of 
coined gold and a pound of coined silver, for which it is necessary 
to make allowance, and that allowance being made, the relative 
value of pure gold to pure silver in the coins of the two metals was 
as 15^85%34 (>o to 1. Silver has ceased to be a standard of value, 
and the silver coin being now a mere token, the former relative 
value of gold coin to silver coin is not now preserved. 

The above calculations explain our meaning when we say that 
the ounce of gold is coined into the sum of 31. 17s. lOV^d. These 
terms express the relation of gold and silver coin, according to the 
Mint regulations at the time that silver coin was made of stand¬ 
ard silver. You may now enact, no doubt, that the ounce of gold 
shall be coined into 51. in money of account, that is to say, you may 
debase the standard to that extent. And what will be the effect of 
this? All debtors will no doubt gain by it. In the case of all un¬ 
fulfilled contracts, he who has to receive payment will receive 
much less in point of real value than he stipulated for. The creditor 
will be defrauded—the debtor will have a corresponding advantage. 
But this will be the whole effect. No new transactions will be 
affected by your choosing to call an ounce of gold 5J. As Mr. 
Harris says, you may cheat each other at home, but foreign coun¬ 
tries will adjust their dealings with you, not on account of the 
name to be given to your coin, but according to its real value. All 
new contracts at home will be regulated by the same principle. 
The real and not the nominal value of that which is made by law 
the medium of exchange, will regulate prices and all future con¬ 
tracts. Even the relative value of gold and silver will not be ad¬ 
justed by your laws. You may insist on coining the ounce of gold 
into 51. instead of 31. 17s. \OV 2 d.y that is to say, into 200 sixpences 
instead of, as at present, into 155 sixpences and fourpence half¬ 
penny, but silver will disobey your law, and will insist on finding 
its own value in the market on principles whi(Ji you cannot control. 
The Mint regulations do not, it is true, correctly express the present 
relative value of gold and silver in the bullion market. Silver is not 
worth 5s. 2d. an ounce, not more. I believe, than 5s. an ounce, 
and there would be an apparent present advantage to the debtor 
in taking silver rather than gold as the standard, since the relative 
value of gold to silver when standard-silver is 5s. per ounce, is 
15.575 to 1, instead of 1528%346 to 1. 

But there is reason to doubt whether those who wish for a relaxa¬ 
tion of the standard, and who, for the purpose of benefiting the 
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debtor, recommend either a joint standard of silver and gold, or the 
substitution of silver for gold as the standard, would attain their 
object were either of those Measures adopted. There is reason 
to believe, adverting particularly to the rapid increase of the annual 
supply of gold from mines within the dominions of the Emperor 
of Russia, that the value of gold in the general markets of the world 
is on the decrease, and that the interest of the debtor would not 
be permanently advanced by the abandonment of gold for silver 
as the standard of value in the country. 

But to revert to the errors of those who are the advocates of some 
measure of value other than the precious metals. They object to 
the selection of gold as the standard of value, because gold is an 
article of commerce,—because there is demand for it as bullion, 
affecting, therefore, its value as coin, and disqualifying it to be the 
measure of value. Now, no one contends that there is or can be 
an absolutely fixed and invariable standard of value. No one denies 
that the value of gold, with reference to all commodities, excepting 
gold itself, may be subject to slight variations. But what other sub¬ 
stance is not more subject to variations in value than the precious 
metals? What other substance possessing intrinsic value will not 
also be in demand as an article of commerce? It is because gold is 
an article of commerce, because there are no restrictions upon its 
export or its import, that you can at all times depend upon such a 
supply of gold for the purposes of coin as may be sufficient for the 
wants of this country. The precious metals are distributed among 
the various countries of the world in proportion to their respective 
necessities, by laws of certain though not very obvious operation, 
which, without our interference, will allot to our share all that we 
require. Some entertain the apprehension that we may be drained 
of all our gold in consequence of a demand for gold from foreign 
countries, either for the payment of their armies in time of war, or 
in consequence of sudden and unforeseen demand for foreign corn 
for our own internal consumption. It is supposed that gold, being 
an article in universal demand, and having at all times and in all 
places an ascertained value, is more subject to exportation than any¬ 
thing else. But the export of gold, whether coin or bullion, is gov¬ 
erned by precisely the same laws by which the export of any other 
article is governed. Gold will not leave this country unless gold be 
dearer in some other country than it is in this. It will not leave this 
country, merely because it is gold, nor while there is any article of 
our produce or manufacture which can be exported in exchange 
for foreign produce with a more profitable return. If gold coin be 
in any country the common medium of exchange; or if the promis¬ 
sory notes, which perform in part the functions of gold coin, are at 
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all times and under all circumstances of equal value with gold, and 
are instantly convertible into gold; there are causes in operation 
which, without any interference on our part, will confine within 
known and just limits the extent to which gold can be exported. 
There may no doubt be temporary pressure from the export of gold, 
even when it is confined within those limits; but none for which 
you may not provide, none to which you would not be subject, in 
a higher degree probably, were any other standard of value adopted 
in preference to gold. 

I have thus stated the grounds which justify the conclusion, that, 
according to the ancient monetary policy of the country, according 
to the law, according to the practice that prevailed at all times, ex¬ 
cepting during the period of inconvertible paper currency, a certain 
quantity of the precious metals, definite in point of weight and fine¬ 
ness, has constituted, and ought to constitute, the measure of value. 
The minds of men, habituated during the Bank Restriction to a 
departure from that measure of value, were loath to admit those 
great elementary truths which are at the foundation of the whole 
system of currency, paper credit, and foreign exchange. Ingenious 
writers have from time to time laboured to prove the unsoundness 
of these doctrines, to show that a metallic standard was neither 
practically nor theoretically the measure of value in this country, 
and have cited various facts apparently irreconcilable with the 
theory. But when all the circumstances attending each fact have 
been fully stated, they have been sufficient to account for the seem¬ 
ing contradiction. When Sir Isaac Newton had established the 
planetary system on the principle of gravitation and attraction, there 
were phenomena apparently at variance with the theory. But suc¬ 
ceeding philosophers, starting from the point which in the progress 
of science had been reached by Sir Isaac Newton, applying his 
principles with improved means of investigating truth, solved the 
doubts which he had not been able to solve, and showed that the 
apparent contradictions, when all the disturbing influences were 
taken into account, became in fact new demonstrations of the sound¬ 
ness of the original theory. And the same result has followed, and 
will follow, in the case of objections which Jiave been, and will 
continue to be, urged against the principle of the metallic standard. 

It must at the same time be admitted that it would be quite con¬ 
sistent with that principle to adopt some other measure of value 
than that which we have adopted. It would be consistent with that 
principle to select silver instead of gold as the standard,—to have a 
mixed standard of gold and silver, the relative values of the two 
metals being determined,—to dispense with gold coin altogether, 
and regulate the amount and value of paper currency by making it 
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convertible only, according to the proposal of Mr. Ricardo, into gold 
bullion of a given minimum amount. 

I trust, however, this House will adhere to the present standard,— 
will resolve on the maintenance of a single standard, and of gold as 
that standard. All the great writers on this subject. Sir William 
Petty, Mr. Locke, Mr. Harris, and Lord Liverpool, have been de¬ 
cidedly in favour of a single, in preference to a double standard. 
Mr. Locke, indeed, was of opinion that silver ought to be the stand¬ 
ard; but there appears good ground to doubt the soundness of that 
opinion; and there are, at any rate, the most cogent reasons, since 
gold has been for a long course of years the standard in this country, 
for the continued maintenance of it. They are well stated in the 
admirable Treatise on Coins,^^ written by the first Lord Liverpool. 
In that treatise a system of coinage is recommended, which is in 
exact conformity, both in point of principle and detail, with the 
system which we have adopted. Lord Liverpool observes: — 

*‘After full consideration of this extensive, abstruse, and intricate sub¬ 
ject, I humbly offer to your Majesty, as the result of my opinion, 

‘‘First, That the coins of this Realm, which are to be the principal 
measure of property and instrument of commerce, should be made of one 
metal only. 

“Secondly, That in this Kingdom the gold coins only have been for 
many years past, and are now, in the practice and opinion of the people, 
the principal measure of property and instrument of commerce. 


“It has been shown that, in a country like Great Britain, so dis¬ 
tinguished for its affluence and for the extent of its commercial connec¬ 
tions, the gold coins are best adapted to be the principal measure of 
property; in this Kingdom, therefore, the gold coin is now the principal 
measure of property and standard coin, or, as it were, the sovereign 
archetype by which the weight and value of all other coins should be 
regulated. 

“It is the measure of almost all contracts and bargains; and by it, as a 
measure, the price of all commodities bought and sold is adjusted and 
ascertained. For these reasons the gold coin should be made as perfect 
and kept as perfect as possible. 


“Thirdly. It is evident, that where the function of the gold coins as 
a measure of property ceases, there that of the silver coins should begin; 
and that where the function of the silver coins, in this respect, ceases, 
there that of copper should begin; it is clear, therefore, that so far only 


“ The Coins of the Realm was published in 1805. 
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these silver and copper coins should be made legal tender and no further, 
at least not in any great degree; and it follows that the coins, both of 
silver and copper, are subordinate, subservient, and merely representative 
coins; and must take their value with reference to the gold coins accord¬ 
ing to the rate which the sovereign sets upon each of them/^ 

These are, in fact, the principles which regulate our present 
coinage. We have a single standard, and that standard gold,—the 
metal which was practically the standard for many years previously 
to the suspension of cash payment. The silver coin is a mere token, 
auxiliary and subordinate to the gold coin; the ounce of silver being 
now coined into 66s. instead of 62s., and silver coin not being a 
legal tender for any greater sum than 40s. By the abolition, in this 
part of the United Kingdom, of the promissory notes below 5/., 
you introduce the gold coin into general use for the purpose of 
effecting small payments; you enable the holder of the smallest note 
to demand payment in gold, and thus insure the maintenance of a 
very considerable quantity of gold as a part of the circulating 
medium. There is, no doubt, some expense in the maintenance of 
a metallic circulation, but none, in my opinion, sufficient to counter¬ 
vail the advantage of having gold coin generally distributed through¬ 
out the country, accessible to all, and the foundation of paper credit 
and currency. It is contended by some, that if you were to dispense 
with coin altogether, to adopt the principle of Mr. Ricardo's plan,^'^ 
and make bank notes not convertible into gold at the will of the 
holder, excepting when presented to the amount of a very consider¬ 
able sum (3001. or 4001. for instance), and then convertible into 
bullion and not coin, you would provide a security against the 
effects of a panic connected with political causes, causing a sudden 
demand for gold. I very much doubt the policy of taking such pre¬ 
cautions against such a contingency, and consider that the most 
effectual measure for promoting permanent confidence in the paper 
circulation of the country, is to require that the gold coin shall be 
in general use for small payments, and that the promissory note shall 
be of equal value with the coin which it professes to represent. I 
shall here close my observations on the measure of value and the 
coinage, and proceed to the more immediate subject for considera¬ 
tion, namely, the state of the paper circulation of the country, and 
the principles which ought to regulate it.^^. 

.Permit me, before I conclude, briefly to recapitulate the 

outlines of the plan recommended by Her Majesty's servants. It is 
proposed that the Bank of England shall continue in possession of its 


“The noteworthy economist presented his plan in a pamphlet of 1816 . 
“The section of the speech dealing with this subject is omitted. 
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present privileges—that it shall retain the exclusive right of issue, 
within a district of which sixty-five miles from London as a centre 
is the radius. The private banks within that district, which now 
actually issue notes, will of course be permitted to continue their 
issues to the amount of the average of the last two years. Two 
Departments of the Bank will be constituted: one for the issue of 
notes, the other for the transaction of the ordinary business of bank¬ 
ing. The bullion now in the possession of the Bank will be trans¬ 
ferred to the Issue Department. The issue of notes will be restricted 
to an issue of 14,000,0001. upon securities—the remainder being 
issued upon bullion—and governed in amount by the fluctuations 
in the stock of bullion. If there be, under certain defined circum¬ 
stances, an increase of the issues of securities, it can only take place 
with the knowledge and consent of the Government; and the profit 
derivable from such issue will belong to the public. Bankers now 
actually enjoying the privilege of issue, will be allowed to continue 
their issues, provided the maximum in the case of each bank does 
not exceed the average of a certain prescribed period. A weekly 
publication of issues will be required from every Bank of Issue. 
The names of shareholders and partners in all banks will be regis¬ 
tered and published. No new Bank of Issue can be hereafter 
formed, and no Joint-stock Company for banking purposes can be 
established, except after application to the Government and com¬ 
pliance with various regulations which will be hereafter submitted 
to the consideration of Parliament. 

I have now concluded the duty which I have to perform, and 
trust I have clearly explained to the House the principle and details 
of the plan which the Government proposes for the future regula¬ 
tion of the currency, and the grounds upon which it is founded. I 
ask for no vote tonight on the resolutions which I shall propose, 
pro forma, and, if I might give advice on such a subject, would 
recommend the postponement of discussion to a future day. To¬ 
morrow the correspondence which has taken place with the Bank, 
explaining more in detail our communications with the Bank, and 
the nature of the pecuniary arrangements between the Bank and 
the Government, will be laid upon the Table. The knowledge of 
that correspondence is important as a preliminary to full and satis¬ 
factory discussion on the merits of our proposal. Gonsidering the 
part which I took in the year 1819 in terminating the system of 
inconvertible paper currency, and in re-establishing the ancient 
standard of value, it will no doubt be a source of great personal 
satisfaction to me, if I shall now succeed, after the lapse of a quarter 
of a century since those measures were adopted, in obtaining the 
assent of the House to proposals which are, in fact, the complement 
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of them, and which are calculated to guarantee their permanence, 
and to facilitate their practical operation. 

But my gratification will be of a higher and purer nature than 
any connected with the satisfaction of personal feelings, if I may 
look forward to the mitigation or termination of evils, such as those 
which have at various times afflicted the country in consequence 
of rapid fluctuation in the amount and value of the medium of ex¬ 
change. When I call to mind the danger to which the Bank of 
England has been exposed, the various effects of a sudden change 
from an overabundant to a contracted circulation, the reckless specu¬ 
lation of some of the Joint Stock Banks, the losses entailed on their 
shareholders, the insolvency of so many private banks, the miserable 
amount of the dividends which have in many cases been paid, the 
ruin inflicted on innocent creditors, the shock to public and private 
credit, then indeed I rejoice on public grounds in the hope, that the 
wisdom of Parliament will at length devise measures which shall 
inspire just confidence in the medium of exchange, shall put a 
check on improvident speculations, and shall ensure, so far as legis¬ 
lation can ensure, the just reward of industry, and the legitimate 
profit of commercial enterprise conducted with integrity and con¬ 
trolled by provident calculations. The right hon. Baronet concluded 
by moving— 

‘That it is expedient to continue to the Bank of England, for a time to 
be limited, certain of the privileges now by law rested in that Corpora¬ 
tion, subject to such conditions as may be provided by any Act to be 
passed for that purpose/' 



4. The Corn Laws 

Sir Robert Peel gave, in the the dread emergency Peel could 

midst of the discussion on the ad- neither get united su'p'port on 'pol- 

dress in answer to the royal speech icy from members of his own 

(January 22, 1846), the following cabinet nor obtain, upon his resig- 

account of the causes which im- nation, a Whig successor; Lord 

polled him no longer to maintain John Russell, who might have as- 

the Corn Law. This selection can sumed responsibility and who was, 

be found in Hansard (LXXXlll in reality, for the repeal of the 

[3d Ser.J, 67-95), Corn Laws, found himself unable 

Peel modified in 1842 the slid- to form a ministry. Peel therefore 
ing scale of 1828 (cf. Canning's reassumed the burdens of office, 
speech, ''The Corn Trade," page The political maneuvers of the 
46) in order to stimulate importa- day gave Peel an opportunity to 

tion of grain, and he also reduced discuss in the latter part of the 

the tariff on a large number of speech the relationship between 

articles. The results of this pro- the Prime Minister and other agen- 

gram impressed the Conservative cies of government. The subhead- 

leader, as he stated in his speech, ing which is inserted (cf. page 129) 

so that he was prepared to go is not to be found in the original 

much farther in the direction of presentation of the speech. In ex- 

free trade should an emergency, planation of the situation this part 

such as came with the potato shoidd be read with "Resignation 

blight, occur. With the arrival of of the Ministry" (page 133). 

Sir, I would fain hope, that although the course which I take is an 
unusual one, yet that I am acting in conformity with the general 
wish of the House, in availing myself of the very earliest oppor¬ 
tunity of giving that explanation which at no remote period the 
House will require from me. I would fain hope that I am not ob¬ 
structing the course of this discussion upon the Address by giving 
that explanation at this period. But, if no consideration of public 
advantage could justify me in taking this course, I am sure the 
generous feelings of the House will deem it only natural that I 
should desire that not a moment should elapse before I explain to 
the House the motives by which I have been actuated, and the 
principles which have governed my conduct. I may feel hurt at 
having been the object of much accusation upon vague surmise; 
I may think it unjust to have been condemned without a hearing— 
I say nothing upon that head; if any momentary feelings of indigna¬ 
tion were aroused, the recollection of great indulgence and of great 
confidence was quite sufficient to efface those temporary feelings. 
I shall make no allusion, therefore, to particular expressions, or 
particular accusations; but this I do ask, even while I do not require 
the reversal of the sentence; I ask for the opportunity, after con- 
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demnation, of explaining the motives of my conduct. I ask you to 
listen at least with patience and indulgence to those facts and that 
evidence which I shall this night adduce, and which will form the 
materials on which other tribunals, judging under less excitement, 
will ultimately pronounce upon the motives and the conduct of men 
charged with deep responsibility in critical times. I wish to explain 
what were the grounds which led me and those with whom 1 acted 
humbly to tender to a gracious Sovereign the resignation of the 
trust which was committed to us. 1 wish also to explain what were 
the circumstances under which the trust was reassumed, and under 
which I now appear in the House as the Minister of the Crown. 

Sir, the immediate cause which led to the dissolution of the Gov¬ 
ernment in the early part of last December, was that great and 
mysterious calamity which caused a lamentable failure in an article 
of food on which great numbers of the people in this part of the 
United Kingdom, and still larger numbers in the sister kingdom, 
depend mainly for their subsistence. That was the immediate and 
proximate cause, which led to the dissolution of the Government. 
But it would be unfair and uncandid on my part, if I attached 
undue importance to that particular cause. It certainly appeared to 
me to preclude further delay, and to require immediate decision- 
decision not only upon the measures which it was necessary at the 
time to adopt, but also as to the course to be ultimately taken with 
regard to the laws which govern the importation of grain. I will 
not assign to that cause too much weight. I will not withhold the 
homage which is due to the progress of reason and to truth, by 
denying that my opinions on the subject of protection have under¬ 
gone a change. Whether holding a private station, or placed in a 
public one, I will assert the privilege of yielding to the force of 
argument and conviction, and acting upon the results of enlarged 
experience. It may be supposed that there is something humiliating 
in making such admissions; Sir, I feel no such humiliation. I have 
not so much confidence in the capacity of man, to determine what 
is right or wrong intuitively, as to make me feel abashed at admit¬ 
ting that I have been in error. I should feel humiliation, if, having 
modified or changed my opinions, I declined to acknowledge the 
change for fear of incurring the imputation of inconsistency. The 
question is whether the facts are sufficient to account for the change, 
and the motives for it are pure and disinterested. Nothing could 
be more base on the part of a public man than to protect himself 
from danger by pretending a change of opinion; or more incon¬ 
sistent with the duty he owes to his Sovereign and country than if, 
seeing reason to alter his course, he forebore to make the alteration 
by the fear of being taunted with a charge of inconsistency. The 
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real question, as I have said, is, whether the motives for the modi' 
fication of opinion are sufficient and sincere. 

Sir, those who contend for the removal of impediments upon the 
import of a great article of subsistence, such as corn, start with an 
immense advantage in the argument. The natural presumption is 
in favour of free and unrestricted importation. It may, indeed, be 
possible to combat that presumption; it may be possible to meet its 
advocates in the field of argument, by showing that there are other 
and greater advantages arising out of the system of prohibition than 
out of the system of unrestricted intercourse; but even those who 
so contend will, I think, admit that the natural feelings of mankind 
are strongly in favour of the absence of all restriction, and that the 
presumption is so strong, that wc must combat it by an avowal of 
some great public danger to be avoided, or some great public benefit 
to be obtained by restriction on the importation of food. 

We all admit that the argument in favour of high protection or 
prohibition on the ground that it is for the benefit of a particular 
class, is untenable. The most strenuous advocates for protection 
have abandoned that argument; they rest, and wisely rest, the de¬ 
fence of protective duties upon higher principles. They have al¬ 
leged, as I have myself alleged, that there were public reasons for 
retaining this protection. Sir, circumstances made it absolutely 
necessary for me, occupying the public station I do, and seeing the 
duty that must unavoidably devolve on me—it became absolutely 
necessary for me maturely to consider whether the grounds on 
which an alteration of the Corn Laws can be resisted are tenable. 
The arguments in favour of protection must be based either on the 
principle that protection to domestic industry is in itself sound 
policy, and that, therefore, agriculture being a branch of domestic 
industry, is entitled to share in that protection; or, that in a country 
like ours, encumbered with an enormous load of debt, and subject 
to great taxation, it is necessary that domestic industry should be 
protected from competition with foreigners; or, again—the interests 
of the great body of the community, the laborious classes, being 
committed in this question—that the rate of wages varies with the 
price of provisions, that high prices implies high wages, and that 
low wages are the concomitants of low prices. Further, it may be 
said, that the land is entitled to protection on account of some 
peculiar burdens which it bears. But that is a question of justice 
rather than of policy; I have always felt and maintained that the 
land is subject to peculiar burdens; but you have the power of 
weakening the force of that argument by the removal of the burden, 
or making compensation. The first three objections to the removal 
of protection are objections founded on considerations of public 
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policy. The last is a question of justice, which may be determined 
by giving some counterbalancing advantage. 

Now, I want not to deprive those who, arguing a 'priori, without 
the benefit of experience, have come to the conclusion that protec¬ 
tion is objectionable in principle—I want not to deprive them of any 
of the credit which is fairly their due. Reason, unaided by experi¬ 
ence, brought conviction to their minds. My opinions have been 
modified by the experience of the last three years. I have had the 
means and opportunity of comparing the results of periods of 
abundance and low prices with periods of scarcity and high prices. 

I have carefully watched the effects of the one system and of the 
other—first, of the policy we have been steadily pursuing for some 
years, viz., the removal of protection from domestic industry; and 
next, of the policy which the friends of protection recommend. 1 
have also had an opportunity of marking from day to day the effect 
upon great social interests of freedom of trade and comparative 
abundance. I have not failed to note the results of preceding years, 
and to contrast them with the results of the last three years; and I 
am led to the conclusion that the main grounds of public policy on 
which protection has been defended are not tenable; at least I can¬ 
not maintain them. I do not believe, after the experience of the 
last three years, that the rate of wages varies with the price of food. 
I do not believe, that with high prices, wages will necessarily rise 
in the same ratio. I do not believe that a low price of food neces¬ 
sarily implies a low rate of wages. Neither can I maintain that 
protection to domestic industry is necessarily good. I said last year 
on the Motion of the noble Lord (Lord J. Russell) that I thought 
protective duties were evils in themselves. But I also said, that as 
they had grown with our system, and not being incompatible with 
a high degree of prosperity, I thought they ought not to be lightly 
abolished, and must be tenderly and cautiously dealt with. It is 
now, however, impossible for us, after we see the results of the 
change in the Tariff during the last four years, to contend that pro¬ 
tection to industry is in itself, and abstractedly, a public good. 

Then, as to the other argument, which I confess made a great 
impression on me in the first instance, and which is sanctioned by 
great authority—that because we have a heavy debt and a high rate 
of taxation, we must be protected from competition with foreign 
industry—that argument has also been submitted to the test of the 
last three years, and, so far as the experience of that period can 
supply an argument, it is this—that a large debt and heavy taxation 
are best encountered by abundance and cheapness of provisions; 
which rather alleviate than add to the weight of the burden. 

Let us take the result of that experience of constantly diminished 
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protection—on wages—on trade, and on revenue. First, as to wages. 
Who can deny the fact that during the three years that preceded 
the month of October last, prices were comparatively low? There 
was comparative cheapness and plenty, and yet at no period were 
the wages of labour higher. If you take the three preceding years, 
you will find high prices, and coexistent with high prices you will 
find low wages. Well, then, I have six years experience; I have 
during the first three years high prices and low wages; I have during 
the last three years low prices and high wages; and I cannot resist 
the conclusion that wages do not vary with the price of provisions. 
They do vary with the increase of capital, with the prosperity of 
the country, with the increased power to employ labour; but there is 
no immediate relation between wages and provisions—or if there be 
a relation, it is an inverse ratio. 

Now as to the Tariff; as I said before during the last four or five 
years we have been acting on the admitted principle of removing 
prohibitions—reducing duties, or abating, and in some cases destroy¬ 
ing protection to native industry. That has been the principle, 
whether right or wrong, on which we have acted—the removal of 
protection to native industry. Now, what has been the result? I 
will give you the total amount of exports since the year 1839. The 
total value of British produce and manufactures exported from the 
United Kingdom was, in 1839, 53,000,000?.; in 1840, 51,000,000/.; 
in 1842, 47,000,000/.; in 1843, 52,000,000/.; in 1844, 58,000,000/.; 
that is, the rise from the year when the great invasion upon the 
protection of domestic industry was made by Parliament was from 
47,381,000/. in 1842, to 58,500,000/. in 1844. But it may be said 
the China trade made all the difference. Now let us deduct the 
whole of that trade. In 1842, our exports to all the countries, except 
China, amounted to 46,411,000/.; and in 1844, they increased by 
10,000,000/., amounting to 56,000,000/. For the last year we can 
only have the account for eleven months preceding December. In 
1843, the exports of our principal articles of manufacture to all parts 
of the world, including China, amounted to 41,011,000/.; in 1844, 
to 47,312,000/., and during the first eleven months of 1845, to 47,- 
764,000/. Such is the state of our foreign exports under this system 
of continued removal of protection. 

Now let me take the returns of the revenue as bearing on this 
question—ought there to be high protection in a country encum¬ 
bered with an immense public debt and heavy taxation? In 1842, 
I proposed a reduction in the Customs to an estimated amount of 
1,438,000/.; in 1844, I proposed a further reduction in the Customs 
duties to the amount of 273,000/.; in 1845, to the large amount of 
2,418,000/. I estimated the total loss from these several reductions 
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at 4,129,000L, and let it be remembered that I discarded altogether 
the revenue from corn. How have these calculations been verified? 
Have 4,000,0001. been lost? No. The total amount of the loss has 
been 1,500,0001. I dealt with the Excise last year, and made a re¬ 
duction of a million of Excise duties; the whole of the glass duties, 
the whole of the auction duty was taken off; the loss on that occasion 
was estimated at 1,000,000/. Observe, that was not a mere reduc¬ 
tion of duties; there was no expection, therefore, that increased con¬ 
sumption would make up for a diminished rate of taxation, for these 
duties were totally abolished. I felt confident, that although the 
glass and auction duties were abolished, still by vivifying other 
branches of industry, the revenue would derive some compensation. 
What will be the fact on the 5th of April? I believe, that notwith¬ 
standing the total reduction, the absolute loss of a million, my firm 
belief is, that the revenue from the Excise will this year be greater 
than ever. Notwithstanding these reductions there has been a 
salient spring of prosperity which has supplied the void you caused 
by the remission of taxation. Well, then, with that evidence before 
me, could I contend that on account of high taxation or great debt 
you must necessarily continue high protective duties? I have shown 
you that my estimates as to a loss in the Customs have been already 
falsified; that the Customs this year amount to nearly 20,000,000/.; 
that, comparing the Customs' revenue of 1845 with the Customs' 
revenue of 1842, after that diminution of taxation to the extent of 
4,000,000/., the Customs of this year, excluding from both years the 
revenue from foreign corn, are better by 100,000/. than in the 
former year. But I will now refer to more important considerations 
than those either of trade or revenue; I will take the state of crime 
in the country.^® 

.I think, as far as we have had experience within the last 

four years, I have shown that, by the removal of protection, domes¬ 
tic industry and the great social interests of the country have been 
promoted; crime has diminished, and morality has improved. I can 
bring the most conclusive proof that the public health has been 
improved, yet the national trade has been extending, our exports 
have increased; and this—and I rejoice in it—ha^ been effected, not 
only without serious injury to those interests from which protection 
was withdrawn, but I think I have shown that it has been con¬ 
current with an increase in the prices of those articles. 

Now, it is right I should state, that notwithstanding the convic¬ 
tion which this experience has brought home to my mind, yet my 

“Data on this subject as well as on the diminution of protection are 
omitted. 
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decided impression was, that on other grounds the charge of con¬ 
sidering the change in the present Corn Law ought not to have 
devolved upon me. This I was firmly resolved upon, that I could 
not this Session, on the Motion of the honourable Gentleman (Mr. 
Villiers), for the consideration of the Corn Laws—I could not, with 
these convictions, which, say as you will, I cannot withstand, have 
met that Motion with a direct negative. Now, Sir, let me again 
repeat that I claim no credit whatever for having drawn my con¬ 
clusions from abstract reasoning. My conviction has been brought 
about by observation and experience; and I could not, with this 
conviction, have undertaken the defence of the Corn Laws,, either 
upon the public ground that this country being highly taxed the 
continuance of protection was necessary, or upon the ground that it 
was for the interest of the labouring classes that high prices should 
continue as a guarantee of high wages; and I could not have under¬ 
taken it upon the ground that the removing protection from domes¬ 
tic industry must necessarily paralyse commerce, lower prices, and 
undermine our national prosperity. 

But this I wish more ardently—I wish to have the opportunity of 
frankly stating to those Gentlemen who have honoured me upon 
so many occasions with their confidence, that I can continue this 
contest no longer—that they must devolve the duty of maintaining 
protection upon other persons, who can adduce better arguments in 
its favour than I can. I doubted whether it would not have been 
advantageous if, in another Parliament, this question should have 
been considered; but it would have been my bounden duty to have 
committed the defence, if a defence were undertaken, of protection 
to other hands more able to maintain the conflict. 

I should have wished, I say, that another Parliament should have 
had an opportunity of considering this question; but there did 
occur, during the course of the last autumn, that which precluded 
me from taking the course which would have been most agreeable 
to my personal feelings. A great calamity befell us, the limits of 
which it was difficult to divine, the consequences of which, though 
felt, it may still be difficult to describe. There occurred a great 
visitation of Providence, extending not to Ireland only, but Great 
Britain, America, and many parts of the world; and we. Her Maj¬ 
esty's servants, constituting the Government of the country, were 
called upon to consider what should be done to lessen the calamity. 
There appeared to be a great and a pressing danger, and it was our 
duty towards our Sovereign and towards the country to meet the 
danger. If it was advisable, from the pressure of the deficiency to 
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take immediate measures, it would have been impossible, with our 
conviction of the necessity, to abstain; with our convictions, we 
could not, consistently with the duty we owed to the Sovereign and 
the country. If we had, indeed, pretended apprehensions of a 
scarcity for the purpose of effecting an alteration in the Corn Laws, 
nothing could have been more base or dishonest than to have taken 
such a step; but you shall have the opportunity of judging of the 
motives upon which I and others have acted, and you shall de¬ 
termine whether or no, with the information we were in possession 
of, we were not justified in drawing the conclusion that it was 
impossible to maintain the existing commercial system. 

My own opinion was founded upon the evidence which I shall 
now adduce; and it was impossible, upon that evidence to come to 
any other opinion. The advice which I individually offered at an 
early period—so early as in the month of November, was to meet 
this emergency by a suspension of the import duties on foreign 
corn. I came to that conclusion; and I was adduced to advise that 
unusual—not unprecedented, but I admit unusual—course, upon 
the following considerations. 

I will proceed first to an explanation of the circumstances under 
which, early in December, the Government was temporarily dis¬ 
solved, and under which the Government, as now constituted, re¬ 
sumed office. There are two important periods in giving that 
explanation, to which I must draw attention—first, the period which 
elapsed between the 1st of November, 1845, and the 6th of Nov¬ 
ember; and, second, the period which elapsed between the 25th of 
November and the 6th of December. I propose to read consecu¬ 
tively the information that was received from different parts of this 
country and the Continent which appeared to me to justify the 
conclusion to which I came, both in the early part of November, 
and towards the close of that month and the beginning of the fol¬ 
lowing month. I will give the date of each letter that I shall quote; 
but, of course, the letters which were received subsc(|uently to 
November 6th, can form no justification of the advice; but though 1 
shall give the date of each letter, I will not divide the evidence into 
two periods, but I will give the whole of it consecutively. The 
disease which affected the potato crop in this country was also felt 
in other parts of the world; and there were in other parts of Europe 
apprehensions of scarcity. For instance, the Resident Agent of the 
Government, writing from Poland, on the 22nd of October, said— 

‘‘The cost of articles of food is stated to be higher than it has been 
since 1813 and 1814. The unfavourable results of the harvests in 
Podolia, Lithuania, Gallicia, the German Baltic provinces, preclude the 



PEEL 125 

hope of foreign aid. No alleviation of the general distress is expected 
before next autumn.'' 

In a letter, dated the 14th of December, Colonel Wynford, writing 
from Riga, says— 

*‘Thc supply of rye and rye-flour sent from St. Petersburg is insuf¬ 
ficient for the relief of the Livonians, and discontent prevails." 

.Here is a letter from Mr. Wood, Chairman of the Excise, 

who, writing on the 2nd December from Yorkshire, thus addressed 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer:— 

^'You will regret to hear that the potato disease has now manifested 
itself in the most extensive manner in this district. Potatoes were selling 
ten days since at 2s. to 2s. 6d. a bushel of 70 lbs., in York. Yesterday, 
the same weight sold at Is. 2d., owing to the farmers bringing an extra 
quantity to market. I have, consequently, had several pits opened on 
this estate, and I fear that before Christmas we shall not have a sound 
one; what the poor are to live on, I cannot guess. I know you will be 
anxious to have accurate information, and therefore have ventured to 
give you this account." 

From Scotland, I received a letter from my honourable Friend the 
Member for the County of Dumfries, which gave us as unfavourable 
an account as any I had seen from that part. Mr. Hope Johnstone, 
writing on the 22nd November, says— 

‘1 am sorry to say, that in so far as my own observation has gone, the 
disease appears to be progressing. I have today examined a large quan¬ 
tity of potatoes grown on some of the best and dryest soils in this neigh¬ 
borhood, and have not found one potato in twenty untainted, while 
three-fourths are quite unfit for human food. These have been carefully 
housed, and have never been exposed to damp since they were taken 
out of the ground. In Dumfries-shire also the decay is going on rapidly." 

These were the accounts which reached me in the months of 
October and November, with respect to the extent of this disease in 
parts of Great Britain. 

Now as to the accounts from Ireland, because the pressure ap¬ 
peared to be the greatest in that country, the people there chiefly 
subsisting upon potatoes. It is difficult to estimate the numbers who 
subsist upon potatoes. But here is the Report made to the Govern¬ 
ment, presented by Mr. Lucas, who was Member for Monaghan, 
Sir. R. Routh, and Professor Kane. They say that the numerical 
proportion of the Irish population that live exclusively upon potatoes, 
included, certainly, four millions. It was, therefore, a calamity 
which threatened the subsistence of not less than four millions in 
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Ireland that the Government had to provide against. Now, first I 
will read to the House the information which came to us from the 
chief authority in Ireland—the Lord Lieutenant, who remitted to us 
every day the principal information which he received. It was the 
duty of my right honourable Friend and myself to read the reports 
thus received, and to that duty we did devote many anxious days 
and nights. I will not refer to the detailed reports received in great 
numbers from Ireland. They were nearly all concurrent; but I will 
state at once the impressions of the chief authority, and the com¬ 
munications which he made to the Government.’’^ 


.I thought that there was a perfect justification at the time 

for extraordinary measures, and that the adoption of extraordinary 
measures would compel the reconsideration of the Corn Law. My 
noble Friend was not the only Member of the Administration 
who would have refused me the inestimable aid of his counsel and 
support; and that being the case—believing as I did that his resigna¬ 
tion would be followed by that of others—thinking that under such 
circumstances the attempt to settle the question, which I thought 
to settle, would fail, and that I should fail after having made new 
combinations, and that I should be compelled to offer worse terms 
than the interests in question were entitled to claim at my hands. 

I felt it to be my duty, not being supported by the unanimous 
voice of my Colleagues, humbly to tender to Her Majesty my 
resignation. That resignation Her Majesty was pleased to accept; 
and as my late Colleagues were not themselves prepared to carry 
on the Government, Her Majesty, of Her own choice, sent for the 
noble Lord. The noble Lord undertook the task of forming an 
Administration—I believed then that I was in the situation of a 
private Meml^er—that I was reduced to the ranks, and that I was at 
entire liberty to act on the suggestions of my own conscience; and 
I do not hesitate to say that in that capacity I would have done 
all in my power to promote the settlement of this question. The 
duty of adjusting would then have been left to the noble Lord, and 
in my capacity as a private Member I repeat that I would have done 
all I could to facilitate a fair and final settlement of the question. 
I remained under the impression that my functions had ceased until 
Saturday, the 20th of December. On Thursday, the 18th, it was 
intimated to me by Her Majesty that the noble Lord had under- 

” Additional statements on this topic and the effects of the reports upon 
the Cabinet are omitted. 

** Lord Stanley, 
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taken the duty of forming an Administration, and on the 19th I 
received a gracious communication from Her Majesty stating that, 
as my relation to Her Majesty was about to terminate, she wished 
again to see me, for the purpose of taking a final farewell; and 
Saturday, the 20th of December, was the day appointed for that 
purpose. Upon waiting on Her Majesty—having heard through the 
courtesy of the noble Lord that he had found all his efforts to form 
an Administration were in vain—upon waiting on Her Majesty she 
was pleased to inform me, that so far from taking my final leave. 
She was obliged to demand of me that I should withdraw my offer 
of resignation. Her Majesty had understood from those of my Col¬ 
leagues who had differed from me that they were unprepared to 
form, and did not advise the formation, of a Government on the 
principle of the existing protective system. That the noble Lord, 
having undertaken the formation of a Government, had failed, 
from causes which it is unnecessary for me to notice; and the noble 
Lord having signified to Her Majesty that he had failed in his 
attempt to form a Government, Her Majesty requested that I should 
not persist in the tender of my resignation. I do not hesitate to say 
that I informed Her Majesty on the instant, and without a mo¬ 
ment’s hesitation, that the noble Lord having failed, and the Col¬ 
leagues with whom I had heretofore acted not thinking it advisable 
to form an Administration, I did inform Her Majesty on the instant 
that I would return to town as Her Majesty’s Minister—that I would 
withdraw my resignation, and inform my Colleagues of my deter¬ 
mination, and urge them to assist me in carrying on the business 
of the country. 

I resolved, therefore, to meet them in the capacity of the Minister 
of the Crown, and to submit to them the measures I proposed to 
bring before Parliament. My noble Friend at once expressed the 
regret he felt that he could not co-operate with me in the difficult 
circumstances in which I was placed; but my Colleagues generally 
thought it was their duty to assist me in the arduous task I had 
undertaken. I have now. Sir, stated to the House the circumstances 
under which I felt it my duty to tender my resignation, and also 
the circumstances under which I again returned to office. 

Sir, I have given, on the earliest day on which it is possible, 
notice, that it is my intention, on the part of the Government, to 
submit to the consideration of the House measures connected with 
the commercial and financial affairs of the country. My firm deter¬ 
mination is not to anticipate discussion. I know that the informa¬ 
tion I have given must be imperfect—I know that it may give rise 
to some misconception, and that I must ask for a suspension of the 
judgment of the House; but my desire is to disconnect a great 
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political question from the mere personal and party one; to keep my 
explanation, so far as it refers to personal matters, distinct from the 
great question itself, and my explanation therefore is necessarily 
imperfect. 

Therefore I do hope, that after having referred to the evidence 
in the possession of the Government, although many may think 
that the conclusions to which I and others have come as to the 
danger have been erroneous, I advise them not to be too confident, 
as we have yet seven months to pass before a new supply of food 
can be obtained for the people. I remember the accounts that 
have been lately coming in; but I ask the House not to form too 
precipitate a conclusion that the danger has passed. It is not so. 
Sir, I trust I may have satisfied some of those who think the con¬ 
clusions were erroneous, that, at least, the advice was honest, for 
advising a resort to extraordinary measures. 

Sir, you can hardly estimate what a painful position it is for those 
whose public duty requires them to take precautions against so 
fearful a calamity as famine. I am charged with treason towards 
the agricultural interest—treason, indeed, it would be, if, with my 
deep conviction and solemn impressions of the position in which 
the country was placed, I subjected the agricultural interest to the 
odium of claiming protection against the hazard of scarcity—of 
calling for votes of public money for purchasing oats and other 
grain, while at the same time I resisted on their part any relaxation 
of the protective duties. Why, there are some points in which 
you could not possibly resist it. I take the law as it applies to the 
introduction of Indian corn. It is in a most anomalous state, be¬ 
cause the present amount of duty on Indian corn depends on the 
price of barley. There is no connexion between them. There is no 
reason why it should rise and fall with the price of barley. Sup¬ 
pose a proposition had been made at the meeting of Parliament for 
the admission of Indian corn, what would be the consequence? 
Suppose the worst of things arises in Ireland, which I anticipate 
as possible, which I am afraid is probable, what would be the feel¬ 
ing with regard to the great agricultural interests of this country, 
if I, a member of it, had positively refused to^make the slightest 
relaxation in the law? 

But this I tell you, to touch the Corn Law in some slight point, 
like that of Indian corn, would be dangerous to it. I thought it 
would be unjust to relax it upon one article, and to confine it to 
the nobler species of grain, oats, and wheat. Sir, I would rather 
keep the law intact and refuse to admit Indian corn, than come 
down to the House with such a proposition, and refuse to relax 
the duties on other descriptions of grain. I recollect the notice 
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given by the Honourable Member for Winchester/® which was 
brought forward for the special benefit of the agricultural interest. 
Would it be possible to relax the law in that instance and refuse it 
in the others? Sir, I venture to think that it would be impossible, 
consistently with the true interests of agriculture, to take such a 
step. Sir, I have felt, as I said before, that when after the severe 
labour of the last Session of Parliament, almost every hour of the 
recess was devoted to calculating the chances that might result from 
the disease, and to collecting evidence on the subject, night and day, 
and adopting precautions against the possibility of the calamity 
which might result from such a state of the crop—I felt it rather 
hard to find myself the object of accusations that I was unfaithful 
to the interests of the country, or to any special and peculiar inter¬ 
est. I cannot, of course, but recollect the repeated manifestations 
of great confidence which I have at various times experienced— 
those manifestations cannot be without their effect on my mind— 
but notwithstanding those manifestations of confidence, the con¬ 
stant repetition of those observations to which I have adverted, of 
those accusations that I have been unfaithful renders it absolutely 
necessary that I should allude to them. 


The Prime Minister and Other Agencies of Government 

I have over and over again attempted to define the relation in 
which I conceived myself to stand with respect to party, to my 
country, and to my Sovereign, and it is necessary that I should again 
describe that relation. I see it over and over again repeated, that 
I am under a personal obligation for holding the great office 
which 1 have the honour to occupy. I see it over and over again 
repeated, that I was placed in that position by a party, and that 
the party which elevated me to my present position is powerful 
enough to displace me. I see constantly put forth allusions to the 
power of those men to remove me from office. I am afraid that, 
with respect to holding the office that I hold, there is a very material 
difference between the extent of the obligation and the amount of 
the penalty. I am not under an obligation to any man, or to any 
body of men, for being compelled to submit to the sacrifices which 
I have submitted to, and to undergo the official duties and labour 
which I have undertaken. I do not underrate the distinction and 
importance of the position; but let us understand—and I am speak¬ 
ing not for myself, but for the many honourable men who have 
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preceded me of different parties—let us understand what is the 
nature of the obligation we owe for being placed in office. As 
I said before, I do not undervalue the distinction and the power 
which are attached to the occupation of that office; but what, I ask, 
is its real value? It does not consist in the power of distributing 
honours, or conferring appointments. That power, it is true, is 
inseparable from the office of Prime Minister, and cannot be sepa¬ 
rated from it without injuring its authority; but the power of giving 
the highest rewards and the highest offices, is constantly accom¬ 
panied by the invidious duty of selection, and the disappointment 
of those who may not have been selected. For my part, I value 
power not one farthing for any such privilege. I have served four 
Sovereigns; George III, and his three successors. In the reign of 
George III, the office which I held was so subordinate, that it was 
impossible my services could have attracted his notice; but, as I 
have said, I also served his three successors—George IV as Regent 
and King, King William IV, and Queen Victoria; and during the 
reigns of those Sovereigns, it has been my fate to hold some 
of the highest offices in the State. I served each of those Sovereigns 
at critical times and in critical circumstances—I did so with constant 
truth to each, and I constantly said to each of those Sovereigns 
that there was but one favour, but one distinction, one reward 
which I desired, that it was in their power to offer me—namely, 
the simple acknowledgment, on their part, that I had been to 
them a loyal and faithful Minister. 

I have now stated my view of the obligations which are con¬ 
ferred on those in power; but let me remark that there is that 
valuable privilege in power, that it gives constant and favourable 
opportunities for exertion; and affords great facilities to the holder 
of it to render his country service, according to his sense of the 
public good. That, in my mind, constitutes the real value of official 
power; and I can say with truth, that I have never abused that 
power for any unworthy object. I have tried to use it for the pro¬ 
motion of the public interests and the advancement of the public 
good. I used it for the public advantage, and in doing so I can¬ 
not charge myself with any conduct at variance with the true and 
comprehensive policy of a Conservative Minister. Sir, I do not 
think it at variance with Conservative policy, that I and my Col¬ 
leagues have attempted to repair the disasters of Cabul that 

** Cabul or Kabul, seat of the Afghan ruler, had been the place of British 
tragedy. A British official, suspecting the emir of duplicity, placed a rival in 
power (1838) only to beget a native revolt (1841) vmich caused a disastrous 
retreat. In Peel’s administration a successful return to Cabul was made. 
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we have attempted to infuse into the Indian army that spirit which 
had been checked by the defeats and misfortunes of Affghanistan. 
Nor do I think it inconsistent with true Conservative policy, that 
I have laboured to assuage that feeling of animosity which for a 
long time prevailed between this country and another powerful 
and great nation; and I cannot think that this paragraph in the 
Speech of the Sovereign— 

*The Convention concluded with France in the course of last year, for 
the more effectual suppression of the Slave Trade,is about to be car¬ 
ried into immediate execution by the active co-operation of the two 
Powers on the coast of Africa. It is my desire that our present union, 
and the good understanding which so happily exists between us, may 
always be employed to promote the interest of humanity, and to secure 
the peace of the world;”— 

I cannot, I repeat, think it inconsistent with true Conservative 
policy, that we should be enabled to insert that paragraph, and 
that we should be engaged in trying to efface the recollections of 
the exploits of both countries in war, or extracting from those 
recollections everything which savours of bitterness; that we should 
be trying to engage in a rivalry, not in exploits on the field of blood, 
but in an honourable competition for the advancement of com¬ 
merce and civilization, and the improvement of the social condition 
of the people. It is not inconsistent with true Conservative policy, 
that we should increase the trade of the country by removing 
restrictions; nor is it inconsistent with sound Conservative policy, 
that we should reduce the taxation of the country whilst we in¬ 
creased its revenue. It is not, in my mind, inconsistent with true 
Conservative policy, that we have extinguished agitation and dis¬ 
couraged sedition, not by stringent coercive laws, but by encour¬ 
aging the idea amongst the great body of the people, that we, the 
rich and powerful, are willing to take a more than ordinary share 
of the public burdens, and to remove those burdens from the 
people so far as it is possible. 

Sir, believe me, to conduct the Government of this country is 
a most arduous duty; I may say it without irreverence, that these 
ancient institutions, like our physical frames, are ‘‘fearfully and 
wonderfully made."' It is no easy task to ensure the united action 
of an ancient monarchy, a proud aristocracy, and a reformed con¬ 
stituency. I have done everything I could do, and have thought 
it consistent with true Conservative policy to reconcile these three 
branches of the State. I have thought it consistent with true Con- 

For background, see “The Slave Trade,*' p. 166, 
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servative policy to promote so much of happiness and contentment 
among the people that the voice of disaffection should be no longer 
heard, and that thoughts of the dissolution of our institutions 
should be forgotten in the midst of physical enjoyment. These 
were my attempts, and I thought them not inconsistent with true 
and enlarged Conservative policy. These were my objects in accept¬ 
ing office—it is a burden too great for my physical, and far beyond 
my intellectual structure; and to be relieved from it with perfect 
honour would be the greatest favour that could be conferred on me. 
But as a feeling of honour and strong sense of duty require me to 
undertake those responsible functions, I declare, Sir, that I am ready 
to incur these risks, to bear these burdens, and to front all these hon¬ 
ourable dangers. But, Sir, I will not take the step with mutilated 
power and shackled authority. I will not stand at the helm during 
such tempestuous nights as I have seen, if the vessel be not allowed 
fairly to pursue the course which I think she ought to take. I will 
not, Sir, undertake to direct the course of the vessel by the observa¬ 
tions which have been taken in 1842. I will reserve to myself the 
marking out of that course; and I must, for the public interest, claim 
for myself the unfettered power of judging of those measures which 
I conceive will be better for the country to propose. 

Sir, I do not wish to be the Minister of England; but while I 
have the high honour of holding that office, I am determined to 
hold it by no servile tenure. I will only hold that office upon the 
condition of being unshackled by any other obligations than those 
of consulting the public interests, and of providing for the public 
safety. 



5 . Resignation of the Ministry 

This extract contains the pero- apostate by arguing for free trade 

ration of Sir Robert PeeVs speech in food as a concomitant of a 

which announced to the House of reduction of duties on manufac- 

Commons the resignation of his tured and half-manufactured goods 

ministry. It can be found in Han- and the removal of the whole 

SARD (LXXXVIl [3d Ser.] 1053-55 import from raw materials. He 

[June 29, 1846]). met with little but obstruction. 

During the five months which At the end, after his legislation 

elapsed between the speech, '*The was passed with the help of mem- 

Corn Laws,” and this speech, bers of other political leanings, he 

Peel had endeavored to win back was left without adequate political 

followers who considered him an support. 

Sir, I have now executed the task which my public duty imposed 
upon me. I trust I have said nothing which can lead to the revival 
on the present occasion of those controversies which I have dep¬ 
recated. Whatever opinions may be held with regard to the extent 
of the danger with which we were threatened from the failure 
in one great article of subsistence, I can say with truth that Her 
Majesty’s Government, in proposing those measures of commercial 
policy which have disentitled them to the confidence of many who 
heretofore gave them their support, were influenced by no other 
motive than the desire to consult the interests of this country. 
Our object was to avert dangers which we thought were imminent, 
and to terminate a conflict which, according to our belief, would 
soon place in hostile collision great and powerful classes in this 
country. 

The maintenance of power was not a motive for the proposal of 
these measures; for, as I said before, I had not a doubt, that whether 
these measures were accompanied by failure or success, the certain 
issue must be the termination of the existence of this Government. 
It is, perhaps, advantageous for the public interests that such should 
be the issue. I admit that the withdrawal of confidence from us by 
many of our friends was a natural result. When proposals are 
made, apparently at variance with the course which Ministers here¬ 
tofore have pursued, and subjecting them to the charge of incon¬ 
sistence—it is perhaps advantageous for this country, and for the 
general character of public men, that the proposal of measures 
of that kind, under such circumstances, should entail that which 
is supposed to be the fitting punishment, namely, expulsion from 
office. I, therefore, do not complain of that expulsion. I am sure 
it is far preferable to the continuance in office without a full assur¬ 
ance of the confidence of this House. I said before, and I said 
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truly, that in proposing our measures of commercial policy, I had 
no wish to rob others of the credit justly due to them. I must say, 
with reference to honourable Gentlemen opposite, as I say with 
reference to ourselves, that neither of us is the party which is justly 
entitled to the credit of them. There has been a combination of 
parties generally opposed to each other, and that combination, and 
the influence of Government, have led to their ultimate success; 
but the name which ought to be associated with the success of 
those measures is not the name of the noble Lord,^^ the organ of 
the party of which he is the leader, nor is it mine. The name which 
ought to be, and will be, associated with the success of those meas¬ 
ures, is the name of one who, acting, I believe, from pure and 
disinterested motives, has, with untiring energy, made appeals to 
our reason, and has enforced those appeals with an eloquence the 
more to be admired because it was unaffected and unadorned; 
the name which ought to be chiefly associated with the success 
of those measures, is the name of RICHARD COBDEN. 

Sir, I now close the observations which it has been my duty 
to address to the House, thanking them sincerely for the favour 
with which they have listened to me in performing this last act 
of my official career. Within a few hours, probably, that power 
which I have held for the period of five years will be surrendered 
into the hands of another—without repining—without complaint 
on my part—with a more lively recollection of the support and 
confidence I have received during several years, than of the oppo¬ 
sition which during a recent period I have encountered. In relin¬ 
quishing power, I shall leave a name, severely censured I fear by 
many who, on public grounds, deeply regret the severance of party 
tiesAleeply regret that severance, not from interested or personal 
motives, but from the firm conviction that fidelity to party engage¬ 
ments—the existence and maintenance of a great party—constitutes 
a powerful instrument of government: I shall surrender power 
severely censured also, by others who, from no interested motive, 
adhere to the principle of protection, considering the maintenance 
of it to be essential to the welfare and interests of the country: 

I shall leave a name execrated by every monopolist who, from less 
honourable motives, clamours for protection ^because it conduces 
to his own individual benefit; but it may be that I shall leave a 
name sometimes remembered with expressions of good will in the 
abodes of those whose lot it is to labour, and to earn their daily 
bread by the sweat of their brow, when they shall recruit their 
exhausted strength with abundant and untaxed food, the sweeter 
because it is no longer leavened by a sense of injustice. 


Lord John Russell. 
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H enry john temple, third Viscount Palmerston (1784- 
1865), had his family title from an Irish peerage and was 
not disqualified for election to the House of Commons through¬ 
out his political career. Educated at Harrow, Edinburgh, and 
Cambridge he came to Parliament at twenty-three years of age 
and at twenty-five was a minister of state. His appointment as 
Secretary at War did not give him a seat in the Cabinet, how¬ 
ever, although it meant that he was burdened with the task of 
keeping accounts and attempting to control military expenditures 
without directing military policies. For almost twenty years he 
was connected with the War Office and finally under Canning 
entered the Cabinet. 

Palmerston’s political tenets during his early years were com¬ 
prised in “those constitutional principles upon which the admin¬ 
istration of this country has been fortunately conducted by Mr. 
Pitt and those who have succeeded him.” ^ He deviated from the 
more conservative Tories in standing for Catholic emancipation 
and a degree of free trade and even from Canning in admitting 
the necessity for moderate Parliamentary reform. When Hus- 
kisson left Wellington’s government, Palmerston was one of 
those who went with him. Although the Duke tried to regain 
his services, Palmerston did not accept office until he was ap¬ 
pointed by Earl Grey, the Whig leader, to the Foreign Office in 
1830. At this post which he retained for eleven years (except for 
the four months when Peel was in power) he won fame. He 
believed, like a true disciple of Canning, that the dignity, pres¬ 
tige, and power of England should be maintained and that a 
strong foreign policy was in reality a policy of peace. Interfering 
frequently abroad, he sometimes gave friendly counsel and good 

*Cf. Philip Guedalla, Palmerston (London: Ernest Benn, Ltd., 1927), 
p. 99. 
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advice and sometimes excited toward warfare those whom he 
had no means of supporting. In any case he probably was not 
unmindful of British interests or what he conceived to be British 
interests. As a matter of actual accomplishment from 1830 to 
1841 he had, in the words of one biographer,^ 'created Belgium, 
saved Portugal and Spain from absolutism, rescued Turkey from 
Russia and the highway to India from France.'' 

During Peel's administration from 1841 to 1846 opposition 
claimed Palmerston but the Foreign Office saw him again in July 
of the latter year. He continued, on the one hand, to sympathize 
with oppressed nationalities and to stand for constitutional prin¬ 
ciples and, on the other, to defend secret diplomacy (cf. "Inter¬ 
national Arbitration," page 141). His whole foreign policy was 
tested in the famous Don Pacifico case. Who Don Pacifico was 
may perhaps be gleaned from "Foreign Policy—Affairs of Greece" 
(page 153), but his identity is a matter of little importance for 
as Palmerston's secretary explains: 

Just as some unsightly knoll or insignificant stream has won im¬ 
perishable fame by the accident of its crest or banks being the 
scene of a great battle, so did the name of a paltry adventurer be¬ 
come famous, in 1850, by its connection with a memorable debate. 
The fate of the Ministry, as well as that of a minister, was involved, 
for the wrongs of Don Pacifico and the manner of their redress 
were only the battle-field on which a policy was attacked and bitter 
antagonisms fought out.^ 

The debate lasted for four nights on the second of which 
Palmerston, attempting to vindicate himself, spoke for four hours 
and thirty-five minutes without notes and ended with the 
finest peroration he ever delivered ("Foreign Policy—Affairs of 
Greece," page 153). Sustained by the House of Commons, he 
enjoyed an enhanced reputation throughout the country. His 
supremacy was cut short, however, when he expressed himself 
too joyously and independently, without consultation with Cab¬ 
inet colleagues and the Queen, on Louis Napoleon's cou'p d'dtat 
in 1851. Palmerston in reality had caused the Queen's resent-* 
ment on former occasions by withholding data to which Victoria 

•Lloyd C. Sanders, Life of Viscount Palmerston (London, 1888), p. 79. 

•Evelyn Ashley, The Life of Henry John Temple, Viscount Palmerston: 
184&1865 (London, 1876), I, 176. 
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and the Prince Consort felt themselves entitled. Taking ad¬ 
vantage of a confused situation, Russell as head of the ministry 
dismissed Palmerston. 

A few weeks later Palmerston opposed Russell on a militia bill 
and turned him out. He had played tit-for-tat with Lord John. 

He was in opposition to Derby (1852) but under Aberdeen's 
coalition government took the Home Office. Since 1840 he had 
shown an interest in questions other than those strictly related to 
foreign affairs. Influenced by Lord Shaftesbury he spoke for fac¬ 
tory and mines and colliery legislation; his activity for the sup¬ 
pression of the slave trade (cf. page 166) was a matter of pride 
to himself to his dying day. He now—in the decade of the fifties 
—gave himself over to public health and related questions. The 
Crimean War, however, broke across a country to which Tenny¬ 
son had preached the brotherhood of man and to which victories 
soon became so essential that it called for a bold, active man to 
replace the impotent Aberdeen in the Eastern crisis. Palmerston 
with his reputation for hostility to Russia and for energy in 
foreign affairs and with an ability to radiate cheerfulness during 
the most trying of times (cf. “Sir Charles Napier," page 176) 
found himself on February 6, 1855, at seventy years of age the 
Prime Minister. The Crimean War was hardly over before 
the Indian Mutiny occurred. Again Palmerston showed ability 
at arousing the national spirit.'^ 

In 1857 a general election that provided Palmerston with a 
large majority had been held. But at the very height of pop¬ 
ularity he found his power waning when the public thought him 
yielding to foreign dictation in offering a bill which was designed 
to prevent foreign refugees from abusing the hospitality of the 
country as had been done by those who plotted against Louis 
Napoleon. Turned out himself, Palmerston had the satisfaction 
of seeing Derby and Disraeli wrecked in the question of Parlia¬ 
mentary reform. For his own attitude on the subject,'^ stated in 
his own peculiar way, see ‘'Constitutional Reforms" (page 179). 

By 1859 Palmerston was in leadership again—a leadership 
which he retained until his death in 1865. The country re¬ 
mained tranquil during this era and Palmerston found himself 

* Cf. speech at Lord Mayor’s banauet, November 9, 1857. 

® Herbert C. Bell, in the Journal of Modern History, IV, No. 2 (June 
1932), gives able consideration to this topic. 
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guiding one great political party and unopposed by the other. It 
was an era of “rest and be thankful” with the head of the nation 
unwilling to accept the Radicalism of Bright and Cobden. 
Rather he talked on defense® or guided his colleagues through 
the maze of the Schleswig-Holstein affair (“Denmark and Ger¬ 
many,” page 180) in a speech which probably was second in 
power only to the Civis Romanus sum speech. Holding position 
for such a length of time, he might well quote an eminent 
physician that continuance in office, with the resulting employ¬ 
ment, was food for the health. And, questioned as to whether 
active opposition might not do as well, he gave a characteristic 
reply; "No, no; that stirs up the bile and creates acidity. Ask 
Disraeli if it does not.” ^ 

There seems to be little doubt of Palmerston's popularity with 
his countrymen. They liked him for his lack of affectation and 
for his genial dignity, for his love of sport and horses, for his 
rough English satire and spontaneous jokes, for his merry “Ha! 
Hal” and his pluck, for his reliance ^on experience rather than 
books, and for his loyalty to things English. And in addressing 
his countrymen Palmerston knew how to gauge the temper of his 
audience (cf. “Constitutional Reforms,” page 179). But he was 
no orator, no great master of phrasing like W. E. Gladstone, no 
symbolic representative of eloquence like John Bright. Seldom 
formally prepared for a speech, he hesitated for word or phrase- 
using ahems—so that Disraeli was almost justified in poking fun 
at him.® If the art of speaking well was indeed not the forte of 
Palmerston, his power and effectiveness in oratory were pro¬ 
duced, it is said,® “more because it proceeded from the man than 
because it was beautiful either in sound of voice or eloquence of 
expression.” 

•Cf. Hansard, CXL, 17-32 Quly 23, 1860). 

’The Marquis of Lome, Viscount Palmerston (New York, 1892), p. 22. 

* Guedalla, Palmerston, p. 403. 

•Lome, Viscount Palmerston, p. 13. 
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the West Riding of Yorkshire, classes, he expressed his abhorrence 

made a motion, in which he was of war and pressed forward with 

fortified hy petitions, for interna- the idea of resorting ‘'to that mode 

tional arbitration on June 12, of settling disputes in communities 

1849. Palmerston's reactions ap- which individuals resort to in pri- 

pear in Hansard (CVl [3d Ser.], vate life." 

78-90). Specifically he wished agree- 

The House of Commons just ments between nations to bind 

previously had been informed of themselves in the case of any mis- 

American and Russian efforts to understanding that could not be 

assist in the search for a Polar ex- settled by mutual representation or 

pedition of one hundred thirty- diplomacy to refer the dispute to 

eight men that had left British the decision of arbitrators—not nec- 

shores four years before. Cohden essarily crowned heads or neutral 

made use of the occasion to remark states but preferably individuals 

that this type of co-operation was (regardless of title or designation) 

proof that existing days differed who should be appointed from one 

from those of the past, following country to meet men appointed 

a patent line of argument, he con- from another country with right to 

tinned: "I think there is nothing inquire into the matter and deal 

unreasonable in our seeking to with it and with authority, if their 
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dating the peace of nations, and an umpire. Cobden proposed, 

securing us against the recurrence therefore, an address to the Crown 

of the greatest calamity that can praying that Her Majesty would 

afflict mankind." As a representa- instruct her Foreign Secretary to 

tive of Christianity as well as of a propose to foreign powers to enter 

great portion of the middle class into treaties, etc. 

Sir, I beg to assure my honourable Friend the Member for the West 
Riding, that in rising to state my intention of opposing his Motion, 
I am far from wishing to speak either of the sentiments he has 
himself expressed, or of the opinions of those whose organ he is, 
with anything but the greatest possible respect. I entirely agree 
with my honourable Friend, and with those of whose opinion he 
has been on this occasion the organ, in attributing the utmost possi¬ 
ble value to this Motion, and in feeling the greatest dislike, and I 
may say horror, of war in any shape. I will not go into those com¬ 
monplace remarks which must be familiar to the mind of every 
man who has contrasted the calamities of war with the various 
blessings and advantages which attend upon peace. I cannot con¬ 
ceive that there exists in this country the man who does not attach 
the utmost value to the blessings of peace, and who would not make 
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the greatest sacrifices to save his country from the calamities attend¬ 
ant upon war. And although I differ from my honourable Friend, 
and although I am not ready to accede to his Motion, yet I cannot 
but say that I am glad he has made the proposition, because it 
will be useful for this country and for Europe at large that every 
man should know that in this assembly, and among the vast masses 
of men of whom we are the representatives, there is a sincere and 
honest disposition to maintain peace. 

But that which I wish to guard against—the impression that 1 
wish should not be entertained anywhere, either in this country 
or out of it—is, that while there is in England a fervent love of 
peace, an anxious and steady desire to maintain it, there should not 
exist the impression that the manly spirit of Englishmen is dead— 
that England is not ready, as she is ever, to repel aggression and 
resent injury, and that she is ready to defend her rights, although 
she never will be found acting aggressively against any other Power. 
Sir, it would be most dangerous indeed to the interests of peace, 
that a contrary opinion should prevail. I can conceive nothing that 
would bring more into jeopardy the peaceful relations of this 
country, than that an idea should prevail among foreign nations 
that we are so attached to peace that we dare not make war, and 
that, therefore, any aggression or any injury may be safely ven¬ 
tured against English subjects, because England has such a rooted 
aversion to war that she will not repel it. That is the principle 
on which I differ from the observations made by my honourable 
Friend, when he condemned those provident supplies—so I may 
call them—for military defence, which, he said, he had found by 
his examination in a Committee above stairs had been laid up in 
store by this and the last Government. 

I quite agree with those who think that it is a useless expenditure 
of the public money to keep in pay an excessive number of men, 
either by sea or by land, beyond what the existing service of the 
country may demand, on an imaginary expectation of future and 
contingent hostilities. I think that is a wasteful application of the 
public money; but I cannot go along with the honourable Member 
in condemning that provident provision of things which cannot 
be created at a moment's notice—which would be necessary if we 
were called on to defend ourselves from foreign aggression—and the 
absence of which, if known to foreign countries, would form an 
incitement and temptation to commit wrong against this country. 
Therefore I think that a Government acts wisely and prudently 
when they gradually, and without overstraining the burden on the 
country, lay up a store of those things which may be wanted on 
the first outbreak of war, if it should unfortunately occur, and 
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which must be provided beforehand, while they abstain from useless 
augmentations of men, which can be raised when the emergency 
arises, and in a short period would be just as effective as if they had 
been longer in military training. 

Sir, I cannot agree with the proposal of my honourable Friend, 
because I think it is founded on an erroneous principle, and that 
it would be impracticable if attempted to be carried out. My 
honourable Friend comes to his conclusion by an analogy which 
he draws between private life and the intercourse of nations. He 
says, in the ordinary transactions between man and man, what 
is so common as an agreement between individuals, that in the 
event of disputes occurring they shall be referred to arbitration? 
It is very true that is a common and very advantageous practice; 
but how stand these individuals? Why, if the sentence of arbitra¬ 
tion is not conformable to the opinion of both parties, there is a 
higher and superior authority—the authority of some legal tribunal, 
which enforces concurrence; to that tribunal the parties previously 
agree to submit, and it is this superior force that gives value and 
efficacy to the agreement for arbitration. But my honourable Friend 
at once perceives, and fairly acknowledges, that that element is 
wanting in the machine by which he proposes to settle international 
differences; and, unless we have recourse to the plan of my honour¬ 
able Friend who spoke last for a general tribunal of nations, with 
a military force to compel compliance with its decrees, it is plain 
that the arbitration of my honourable Friend the Member for the 
West Riding would, in truth, simply, and in most cases, resolve 
itself into mediation, that is, the proposal by a third party of an 
arrangement of differences between two other parties. Honourable 
Members ought not to lose sight of the distinction, which is fre¬ 
quently forgotten, between arbitration and mediation—arbitration 
consisting in the pronouncing of a final decision by a third party, 
which is to be binding on the other two; mediation consisting in the 
good offices of a third party to bring about, by the consent and 
acquiescence of the other two, an amicable termination of differ¬ 
ences that may have arisen between them. 

Now, Sir, my honourable Friend is so internally aware of the 
difficulty attending the practical execution of his own idea, that he 
has been obliged to abandon that which most persons imagined to 
be his plan. 

Mr. Cobden: I beg pardon. I never altered or abandoned my 
Motion in the slightest degree. 

Viscount Palmerston: I will not say my honourable Friend has 
abandoned, but he has been obliged not to propose, what many 
persons, myself included, imaging to be his plan—namely, that 
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the court of arbitration should consist of some foreign Government 
or Governments: in turning over the matter, and bringing it to a 
practical bearing, he has found it necessary to substitute commis¬ 
sioners taken from private life. Now, Sir, it is obvious that that 
which would be to any person thinking of this matter for the first 
time the natural arrangement—and whenever the principle of my 
honourable Friend has been acted upon the plan that has been 
fully practised—is that of making the arbitrator the Government of 
some foreign State. The plan of my honourable Friend, so far 
as I am aware, has never been attempted. It is perfectly true that 
there are cases in which arbitration has been resorted to, but in 
those cases the arbitrator chosen has been a Sovereign or a Govern¬ 
ment; in no case has final arbitration been consented to resting 
on private individuals. What are the reasons why my honourable 
Friend abstained from that proposal which was generally expected 
to come from him on the present occasion? My honourable Friend 
who has just sat down said, that it would be a very desirable thing 
if a European tribunal could be composed that would act invariably 
on the principles of justice and of right, which would always give 
equitable decisions, and which, of course, should have force to 
compel acquiescence in its judgments; but unfortunately the world 
is not yet come to that happy state of things. If you could find 
the Governments of Europe all perfectly just, perfectly impartial, 
perfectly disinterested, and, by the possession of these qualities, com¬ 
petent to form the tribunal my honourable Friend imagines, why, 
such a tribunal would supersede itself; because if all Governments 
were perfectly just, impartial, and disinterested, they would settle 
any little disputes that might arise between their respective subjects 
without having recourse to the extreme of war, which this tribunal 
was intended to prevent. But, unfortunately, it so happens that in 
the present imperfect condition of human nature, Governments, 
like individuals, are actuated by unfounded and suspicious jealousies 
of each other—by that which, in men, is called covetousness, which 
in nations is called ambition—by interested motives of various kinds, 
interests conflicting with each other; and it is a matter so difficult 
that it may almost be deemed impossible to find, in a quarrel be¬ 
tween two nations, a third party whose judgment each of the two 
contending parties would place confidence in. If you were to pro¬ 
pose to the Governments of Europe to enter now, today or tomor¬ 
row, into a prospective agreement that in cases of difference they 
would submit their disputes to any third party to be named now or 
to be named afterwards—if the engagement were that the third 
party should be named now, you never would get them to consent; 
and if the engagement were to name the third party when the 
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dispute arose, you would have made very little progress towards 
the establishment of your arbitration. 

There is one case where a dispute arose between this country 
and the Government of the United States, with respect to the 
Maine boundary, which was by the Treaty of Ghent submitted to 
arbitration. My honourable Friend would have said, '‘You only 
want geographers for such a purpose; two members of the Geo¬ 
graphical Society have only to draw the line, and there it is.'’ 
But my honourable Friend can hardly imagine how much time 
elapsed before we could come to any agreement as to the choice 
of the Sovereign who was to be the arbitrator in that case, which 
certainly is not a happy illustration of the results of arbitration; 
because the King of the Netherlands, having been chosen by the 
two Powers as arbitrator in that difference, did, after a very long 
period of time, pronounce an award, which the United States, 
not finding suitable to their notions of the terms of reference, re¬ 
fused to submit to; the matter was left in a worse condition than 
before the arbitration began; and if that arbitration did not lead 
to war, I can assure my honourable Friend it was no merit of the 
principle of arbitration, but only because the two Governments 
were mutually inspired by a most intense desire to settle the ques¬ 
tion without having recourse to arms. 

Well, then, I say, if my honourable Friend had proposed, as men 
generally thought he intended to propose, a court arbitration, to 
consist of some third or foreign Governments, the answer would 
have been that the mutual jealousies of Governments, the rivalry 
of conflicting interests, the—I was going to say—intrigues, but the 
hostile policy of nations towards each other, would make it, I am 
satisfied, perfectly impossible to bring countries to acquiesce in the 
prospective arrangement; and I, for one, must say, it would be dan¬ 
gerous to the interests of this country to submit the vital rights and 
interests of England to the chances of a decision by the judgment 
of any foreign Power. 

Well, but my honourable Friend very wisely steers clear of that 
difficulty, and proposes the appointment of commissioners. I am 
not sure that I quite comprehend the proposal of my honourable 
Friend, but he will correct me if I am quite wrong. I understand 
him to propose that a treaty should be made containing a stipula¬ 
tion that, in the event of differences, each Government should 
name commissioners of its own to discuss the point at issue, and 
that they, either before they met, or after they met, should name 
some third person not in the employment of either Government; 
but a man of science, or a man in private life, to be the arbitrator 
between the commissioners in case they should not be able to agree. 
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That, so far as I understood, was the manner in which the proposal 
of my honourable Friend was to be carried out. 

Now, Sir, if it is objectionable, as I think it is, to commit the 
interests of a great country to the decision of what may be a rival 
Power, upon matters of vital interest, or upon matters concerning 
most important and essential rights, I must say my objection to 
submit such matters to the arbitration and final decision of a third 
party would not be removed by substituting for a Government, 
which at least is a public and responsible body, persons irrespon¬ 
sible, and taken from private life. At all events, a Government acts 
in the face of the world; it is accustomed to deal with matters of 
the kind submitted to it for decision; but if you take a man from 
private life he is perfectly irresponsible in any public way; his 
habits and pursuits may have been very different from those that 
would qualify for the decision of questions submitted to him; in 
my humble opinion almost all the same objections would apply, 
and other objections apply, which would not apply to a Govern¬ 
ment. There was one instance, to be sure, to show that these 
learned men are not always persons who are the readiest to come 
to a decision on a simple matter. There is one well-known problem 
the difficulty of solving which is universally acknowledged. No 
one denies the difficulty of finding the longitude. But if a man 
be required to ascertain the latitude of any given place, or the 
position of any parallel of latitude, it is deemed to be a very simple 
process. Now, by the Treaty of Ghent, the commissioners ap¬ 
pointed to settle the boundary dispute, were to trace a line which 
should coincide with or come within a specified distance of a certain 
given parallel of latitude. Of course it will be said that nothing 
could be more easy than that; nothing was easier, it might be said, 
than to appoint two geographers as two commissioners, who would 
at once determine the matter, it being the simplest thing possible: 
they had only their boundary to mark along the line indicated by 
the treaty: that was precisely the sort of thing that suited the views 
of my honourable Friend the Member for the West Riding—noth¬ 
ing seemed easier than to find two learned men such as he would 
elect, and put them at once to find the pardillel of latitude. But it 
so happened that there was not a chance of agreeing upon any 
such point, for one maintained that the parallel was to depend 
upon calculations commencing at the centre of the earth, and the 
other that the computations were to be made from the centre of 
the sun; they were, therefore, as far apart as the earth from the 
sun—they were further than the poles asunder—they were unable 
to agree about that which might be settled at once by any one who 
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was able to set a village sundial. Neither Baron von Humboldt 
nor Professor Tiarcks, who was associated with him in the under¬ 
taking, could arrive at any satisfactory result. (Mr. Cobden: The 
question is settled.) True, but not by geographers. However, I 
feel assured the House will agree with me when I say that it would 
not be safe to trust such interests as those, or at all events such 
interests as usually give rise to differences between nations—it would 
not be safe to leave them to arbitration; and, though the matter 
was eventually settled in the usual way, I do think that the case is 
less of an example to be followed, than of a beacon to be avoided. 
Then my honourable Friend says there is nothing new at bottom 
in the proposition which he has made to the House, for he says 
that the powers which we were accustomed to give to negotiators 
we might in future give to two commissioners, one to be appointed 
by either nation concerned, giving them power to call in a third 
as final arbitrator; and my honourable Friend instanced the case 
of Lord Castlereagh, who, on behalf of this country, attended 
the Congress of Vienna, and took a part in the transactions which 
occurred on that memorable occasion. Lord Castlereagh was there 
enabled to say adsum qui fed; he might say he had done it; he was 
there upon his own responsibility, at least to a considerable extent 
upon his own responsibility, for Lord Castlereagh at that time held 
the office of Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, But here it 
may be necessary for me to mention a matter well deserving to 
be borne in mind during the discussion which now occupies the 
attention of the House, It is this—that no person goes out from 
this country, or usually from any other, with full powers in the 
strict sense of those words. Some discretion may be left to him, 
but he does not go out with full and entire discretion—quite the 
contrary. Every Minister Plenipotentiary receives instructions. He 
is always told what he may agree to and what he may not, and he 
has opportunities, of which Ministers often avail themselves, to 
send home for further instructions. As long as he confines himself 
to his instructions he may proceed with some degree of confidence; 
but the Government by which he is accredited is still not finally 
bound by his acts, and everything that an Ambassador does he does 
subject to the approbation of the Government which he represents. 
It is perfectly competent to that Government to disavow the acts of 
the Minister whom they have sent out as an Ambassador, and to 
disavow and reject all that he has done, if they think it expedient 
to do so.It is, therefore, quite a mistake to suppose that, 

His name had been used by Cobden in connection with umpireship in 
a geographical question. 
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according to the present and prevailing practice, Governments are 
at the mercy of their envoys; nothing is binding upon a Government 
unless it be in strict accordance with communications made to other 
Governments in the precise words of the instructions. A treaty 
may be signed and concluded, but it is of no value without ratifica¬ 
tion, and this sort of provision is necessary in order that no Govern¬ 
ment may be bound by the indiscreet or unauthorized act of any 
of its agents; and therefore if an envoy should go against his in¬ 
structions, the arrangements he may make are of no value beyond 
the paper on which they are written. Therefore do I state that my 
honourable Friend the Member for the West Riding makes an 
admission that his plan is new in principle. The House will not 
have forgotten that my honourable Friend quoted several cases of 
international transactions; but he did not succeed in making out 
the case which he appeared to think was necessary for his purpose. 
The cases which he mentioned were not cases of arbitration but 
of mediation, or else they were cases of no mediation at all, settled 
neither by arbitration nor by intervention—such as those which he 
mentioned between Russia and England, and the case also of the 
Vixen^^ In the boundary case it seemed as if there had been some 
show of arbitration; but it was notorious that in that case arbitration 
failed; and when arbitration had totally failed, the parties concerned 
settled the matter for themselves in the usual manner: and let the 
fact not be overlooked, that the Oregon question was settled in 
pretty nearly the same way; at all events it was not settled by geog¬ 
raphers, in the manner that my honourable Friend would propose. 
If it were to have been settled by geographers, I confess I should 
not very much envy the gentlemen who might be employed upon 
such an undertaking; for I believe there can be no doubt that the 
district through which they would have had to penetrate is one 
of extraordinary wildness and difficulty, where the means of sub¬ 
sistence are hardly to be obtained. 

Now, the case of the Caroline was a remarkable one in refer¬ 
ence to the question of arbitration, and it was one of those few cases 
in which it was manifest that it would be unavailing to arbitrate. 
It was not a case of dispute between this country and the United 
States, for the federal authority of that Government was not suffi- 

A case of 1837 when a dispute arose with Russia about the confiscation 
of a ship in the Black Sea called the ‘*Vixen,** Cf. Cohden's speech, Hansard 
(CVI, 62). 

“Cohden had explained (Hansard [CVI, 63-64]) ‘‘the case of Mr. 
M'Leod, who had been taken and imprisoned by the State of New York, 
and tried for his life, for having .... taken part in the burning of the 
Caroline, in which an American citizen lost his lire.*’ 
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cient to meet the exigency of the case. The Government of the 
United States said they were sorry for what occurred, but they had 
no power to interfere—the supreme Government of the United 
States possessed no power over the local authority or government 
with which the dispute arose. Now, if we in that case possessed 
a treaty of arbitration, of what use would it be to us? For the Gov¬ 
ernment of the United States would repeat its declaration that 
it could not interfere with the local government. They would say, 
''We are very sorry, but we can obtain you no redress from the 
State of New York.” Your principle then of arbitration would be 
of not the slightest avail in such a case; it leaves you precisely where 
you were before the introduction of such a plan. 

The cases then which my honourable Friend has quoted, are 
cases in which the principle of arbitration proved useless, or they 
are cases which have been settled by the ordinary authorities, or 
they are cases of mediation in which a friendly Power has exercised 
its good offices, as in the sulphur question with France, or they are 
cases settled in the usual way after arbitration has wholly failed. 
I do think, however, and I have always thought, that when two 
nations have had any difference capable of being settled by arbitra¬ 
tion, it is most desirable that they should allow a third party to 
come in to assist them in the good work of making a satisfactory 
arrangement—it is at all times most desirable that a third party not 
actuated by the same passions which heat those immediately con¬ 
cerned, should step in, and bring the disputants to something like 
a compromise; for in all such cases there must be an arrangement 
in the nature of a compromise—there must be a giving and taking 
on both sides, for neither party in such cases can expect to get all 
that he may reasonably or fairly demand, and all such negotiations 
should therefore be entered upon in a spirit of accommodation and 
mutual concession, with a view to prevent an appeal to arms, and 
with a view to open the door to that kind of negotiation which may 
lead to peace, in the course of which the Ministers engaged on 
both sides may receive from their respective Governments fresh 
instructions, in which answers may be received, in which remon¬ 
strances may be made, further replies given, and thus a long time 
elapses before any actual rupture occurs, and before recourse is had 
to that appeal which arms alone afford. In the course of those 
proceedings opportunities occur for one or other of the parties to 
obtain the opinion of a third nation friendly to both, and having 
no private or separate interest to promote. A nation so circum¬ 
stanced may, I think, well offer its mediation, and I have incurred 
no small amount of obloquy, and perhaps ridicule also, on the 
ground that I have been too forward to offer mediation in such cases 
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as those which I have just been describing. But I confess that I 
feel perfectly easy under the influence of such attacks, for I feel 
quite persuaded that the goodwill, at least, manifested in such 
attempts cannot fail eventually to be appreciated, and that in cases 
where England has nothing either to gain or to lose, a sincere 
desire to prevent war must, sooner or later, be attended with bene¬ 
ficial results; and I cannot help thinking that it must be most 
satisfactory to my honourable Friend the Member for the West 
Riding, and to those who support his Motion, to know that media¬ 
tion has been of much more frequent occurrence of late years 
than in times past; but those honourable Gentlemen must, at the 
same time, bear in mind that the principle of arbitration is not 
applicable to the present state of Europe. Wars are now proceeding 
in various parts of the Continent, blood is being shed, lives being 
sacrificed; but these occurrences do not arise from international 
wars. It is to civil wars that they must be imputed, and, except in 
very rare instances indeed, the intervention of foreigners, or third 
parties, or arbitrators, would be either impracticable, or, if possible, 
might be mischievous; and it must be obvious to every one that 
the kind of war now prevailing on the continent of Europe is not 
the species of hostility to which the principle of arbitration can 
be applied. 

In those wars, however, I am happy to be able to perceive striking 
evidence of the improved civilisation of the people of Europe-* 
evidence not only of improvement in the Governments of Europe, 
but of advancing civilisation amongst the masses of the people. If 
such events as have recently taken place in Europe, had occurred 
half a century ago, we should have had not only civil wars, but 
conflicts between nations of the most fatal character—fatal alike 
to prosperity and civilisation. It is consoling, then, to see that great 
masses of men, instead of standing forth as the aggressors of their 
neighbours, confine their disputes to their own territories, to the 
communities to which they properly belong, and to their own 
internal affairs. It is gratifying to think that they have not been 
led into warfare with other nations, either by feelings of ambition 
or by any different description of impulse. ^ 

I hope, then, that now sufficient proof has been given that we 
should not advance the interest of nations by recognising the prin¬ 
ciple for which my honourable Friend contends, at the same time 
that I cannot find fault with him for introducing this question, or 
for affording an opportunity for the expression of that general feel¬ 
ing which animates Members of this House upon the present occa¬ 
sion. The cultivation of that feeling forms a great example to the 
rest of Europe—it tends to inspire not only Governments but na- 
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tions with the sentiments which my honourable Friend feels and 
has made known to the House this evening; and I conceive that 
it will take away nothing from the force of those sentiments, but 
rather add to their influence, when I say that ever since the year 
1825 down to the present period, the practice of mediation has been 
preferred by many Governments, and several cases have arisen 
in which it has been advantageously adopted. I believe that the 
present Government, and any other which may succeed to the task 
of conducting the affairs of this country, would feel it not only their 
duty, but their pride, to avail themselves of every occasion when 
they think they can do good by softening the asperities between 
conflicting Powers, and by effecting between Governments and 
countries that may differ, an amicable settlement of their disputes, 
either without war, or by shortening war if war should unfortu¬ 
nately arise. 

The proposition of my honourable Friend, however, is not one 
to which I can advise the House to accede. I do not quarrel with 
the principle upon which it is founded; but I think its practical 
effect would be dangerous to this country, and that its practical 
adoption by other countries would be impossible. Indeed, I believe 
that no country would agree to such a proposal. No country would 
consent blindfold to submit its interests and its rights on all future 
occasions to the decision of any third party, whether public or 
private, whether Governments or men of science; and I think, 
therefore, the proposition is one which would be attended with 
no possible result as regards foreign countries. I confess also that 
I consider it would be a very dangerous course for this country 
itself to take, because there is no country which, from its political 
and commercial circumstances, from its maritime interests, and 
from its colonial possessions, excites more envious and jealous feel¬ 
ings in different quarters than England does; and there is no coun¬ 
try that would find it more difficult to discover really disinterested 
and impartial arbiters. There is also no country that would be 
more likely than England to suffer in its important commercial 
interests from submitting its case to arbiters not disinterested, not 
impartial, and not acting with a due sense of their responsibility. 
For these reasons it is not in my power to assent to the Motion. 
I should, however, be sorry to meet it in a way that might, even 
by misconstruction, be considered as negativing the principle upon 
which it is founded. I shall not, therefore, propose a direct negative, 
although that is the mode which, according to the usual practice of 
the House, ought to be adopted by those who differ from my 
honourable Friend. The ‘^previous question’' is not technically 
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applicable to this case; but the previous question being the most 
courteous mode of disposing of such a Motion as that before the 
House, and one less liable than any other to the imputation—how¬ 
ever unfounded it may be—of negativing the principle of peace, 
which is the foundation of my honourable Friend’s proposal, I beg 
leave to move the previous question. 



2. Foreign Policy- 

The following speech was deliv- 
ered on June 25, 1850 (Hansard, 
CXII [3d Ser.], 380-444). In re¬ 
ply to a censure of the ministerial 
foreign policy on the part of the 
House of Lords, Mr. Roebuck, 
member for Sheffield, moved a res¬ 
olution which should test the con¬ 
fidence of the House of Commons 
and therefore of the people of Eng¬ 
land in the government: *'That the 
principles which hitherto have reg¬ 
ulated the foreign policy of Her 
Majesty's Government are such as 
were required to preserve untar¬ 
nished the honor and dignity of 
this country, and in times of unex¬ 
ampled difficulty the best qualified 
to maintain peace between Eng¬ 
land and the various nations of the 
world." 

For background it may be well 
to point out that Palmerston had 
behaved in a fashion that many 
persons believed might have led to 
war with France. Feeling that the 
Russian and French Ambassadors 
to Greece were playing their own 
game against British interests and 
realizing that outrages such as the 
Fantome case which he describes 
in the speech were serious matters, 
he peremptorily ordered the British 


■Affairs of Greece 

fleet to the Piraeus with the idea 
of getting settlement of the claims 
of Don Pacifico, a few from Gi¬ 
braltar and a British subject, whose 
house had been invaded and dam¬ 
aged by a Greek mob in 1847. 
The Greek Government was slow 
in meeting British demands, and 
France tendered her good offices. 
Unfortunately, terms applied by 
the British local representative 
upon the Greeks rather than terms 
which the French and British rep¬ 
resentatives agreed upon in Lon¬ 
don implied discourtesy to France. 
A risk of war had been run 
for a purpose, the inferences con¬ 
cerning which did not please many 
F^nglishmen. 

The Lords offered their cen¬ 
sure and Mr. Roebuck moved his 
resolution. Palmerston defended 
himself with skill and verve, clev¬ 
erly playing upon the susceptibili¬ 
ties of his countrymen. Indeed, 
Lord Robert Cecil {Lord Salisbury 
of later date) remarked subsequent¬ 
ly, *7 am aware that, whatever 
folly or madness an English Gov¬ 
ernment may commit, the appeal 
to the Civis Romanus doctrine is 
rarely without its effect upon an 
English audience.” 


Sir, anxious as many Members are to deliver their sentiments upon 
this most important question, yet I am sure they will feel that it is 
due to myself, that it is due to this House, that it is due to the 
country, that I should not permit the second night of this debate 
to close, without having stated to the House my views upon the 
matters in question, and my explanation of that part of my conduct 
for which I have been called to account. 

When I say that this is an important question, I say it in the 
fullest expression of the term. It is a matter which concerns not 
merely the tenure of office by one individual, or even by a Gk)vern- 
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ment; it is a question that involves principles of national policy, 
and the deepest interests as well as the honour and dignity of 
England. I cannot think that the course which has been pursued, 
and by which this question has assumed its present shape, is 
becoming those, by whose act it has been brought under the dis¬ 
cussion of Parliament, or such as fitting the gravity and the im¬ 
portance of the matters which they have thus led this House and 
the other House of Parliament to discuss. For if that party in this 
country imagine that they are strong enough to carry the Govern¬ 
ment by storm, and to take possession of the citadel of office; or, 
if without intending to measure their strength with that of their 
opponents, they conceive that there are matters of such gravity 
connected with the conduct of the Government, that it becomes 
their duty to call upon Parliament solemnly to record its disapproba¬ 
tion of what has passed, I think that either in the one case or in 
the other, that party ought not to have been contented with obtain¬ 
ing the expression of the opinion of the House of Lords, but they 
ought to have sent down their resolution for the consent and con¬ 
currence of this House; or, at least, those who act with them in 
political co-operation here, should themselves have proposed to this 
House to come to a similar resolution. But, be the road what it may, 
we have come to the same end; and the House is substantially 
considering whether they will adopt the resolution of the House 
of Lords, or the resolution which has been submitted to them by my 
honourable and learned Friend the Member for Sheffield. 

Now, the resolution of the House of Lords involves the future 
as well as the past. It lays down for the future a principle of 
national policy, which I consider totally incompatible with the in¬ 
terests, with the rights, with the honour, and with the dignity of 
the country; and at variance with the practice, not only of this, 
but of all other civilised countries in the world. Even the person 
who moved it was obliged essentially to modify it in his speech. 
But none of the modifications contained in the speech were intro¬ 
duced into the resolution adopted by the other House. The country 
is told that British subjects in foreign lands are entitled—for that 
is the meaning of the resolution—to nothing but the protection 
of the laws and the tribunals of the land in which they happen 
to reside. The country is told that British subjects abroad must 
not look to their own country for protection, but must trust to that 
indifferent justice which they may happen to receive at the hands 
of the Government and tribunals of the country in which they 
may be. 

TTie House of Lords has not said that this proposition is limited 
to constitutional countries. The House of Lords has not said that 
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the proposition is inapplicable, not only to arbitrary and despotic 
countries, but even to constitutional countries where the courts 
of justice are not free; although these limitations were stated in 
the speech. The country is simply informed by the resolution, as 
it was adopted, that, so far as foreign nations are concerned, the 
future rule of the Government of England is to be, that, in all 
cases, and under all circumstances, British subjects are to have 
that protection only, which the law and the tribunals of the land 
in which they happen to be, may give them. 

Now, I deny that proposition; and I say it is a doctrine on which 
no British subjects arc bound to have recourse for redress to the 
means which the law of the land affords them, when that law is 
available for such purpose. That is the opinion which the legal 
advisers of the Crown have given in numerous cases; and it is the 
opinion on which we have founded our replies to many applications 

for our interposition in favour of British subjects abroad.. 

But there may be cases in which no confidence can be placed in 
the tribunals, those tribunals being, from their composition and 
nature, not of a character to inspire any hope of obtaining justice 
from them. It has been said, *‘We do not apply this rule to coun¬ 
tries whose Governments are arbitrary or despotic, because there 
the tribunals are under the control of the Government, and justice 
cannot be had; and, moreover, it is not meant to be applied to 
nominally constitutional Governments, where the tribunals are cor¬ 
rupt.^’ But who is to be the judge in such a case, whether the 
tribunals are corrupt or not? The British Government, or the Gov¬ 
ernment of the State from which you demand justice? 

I will take a transaction that occurred not long ago, as an in¬ 
stance of a case in which, I say, the people of England would not 
permit a British subject to be simply amenable to the laws of the 
foreign country in which he happened to be. I am not going to 
talk of the power of sending a man arbitrarily to Siberia; nor of a 
country, the constitution of which vests despotic power in the hands 
of the Sovereign. I will take a case which happened in Sicily, 
where not long ago a decree was passed, that any man who was 
found with concealed arms in his possession should be brought 
before a court-martial, and, if found guilty, should be shot. Now, 
this happened. An innkeeper of Catania was brought before a 
court-martial, accused under this law by some police officers, who 
stated that they had discovered in an open bin, in an open stable 
in his inn-yard, a knife, which they denounced as a concealed 
weapon. Witnesses having been examined, the counsel for the 
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prosecution stated that he gave up the case, as it was evident there 
was no proof that the knife belonged to the man, or that he was 
aware it was in the place where it was found. The counsel for 
the defendant said, that such being the opinion of the counsel for 
the prosecution, it was unnecessary for him to go into the defence, 
and he left his client in the hands of the court. The court, how¬ 
ever, nevertheless pronounced the man guilty of the charge brought 
against him, and the next morning the man was shot. 

Now, what would the English people have said if this had been 
done to a British subject? and yet everything done was the result 
of a law, and the man was found guilty of an offence by a tribunal 
of the country. I say, then, that our doctrine is, that, in the first in¬ 
stance, redress should be sought from the law courts of the country; 
but that in cases where redress cannot be so had—and those cases are 
many—to confine a British subject to that remedy only, would be 
to deprive him of the protection which he is entitled to receive. 

Then the question arises, how does this rule apply to the de¬ 
mands we have made upon Greece? And here I must shortly 
remind the House of the origin of our relations with Greece, and of 
the condition of Greece; because those circumstances are elements 
that must enter into the consideration of the course we have pursued. 

It is well known that Greece revolted from Turkey in 1820. 
In 1827, England, France, and Russia determined upon interposing, 
and ultimately, in 1828, they resolved to employ forcible means in 
order to bring Turkey to acknowledge the independence of Greece. 
Greece, by protocol in 1830, and by treaty in 1832, was erected into 
a separate and independent State. And whereas nearly from the 
year 1820 up to the time of the treaty of 1832, when its independ¬ 
ence was finally acknowledged, Greece had been under a repub¬ 
lican form of government, with an Assembly and a President, the 
three Powers determined that Greece should thenceforth be a 
monarchy. But while England assented to that arrangement, and 
considered that it was better that Greece should assume a monar- 
chial form of government, yet we attached to that assent an indis¬ 
pensable condition, that Greece should be a constitutional monarchy. 
The British Government could not consent to place the people of 
Greece, in their independent political existence, under as arbitrary 
a government as that from which they had revolted. Consequently, 
when the three Powers, in the exercise of that function which had 
been devolved upon them by the authority of the General Assembly 
of Greece, chose a Sovereign for Greece (for that choice was made 
in consequence of, and by virtue of the authority given to them 
by the General Assembly of Greece), and when Prince Otho of 
Bavaria, then a minor, was chosen; the three Powers, on announcing 
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the choice they had made, at the same time declared that King 
Otho would, in concert with his people, give to Greece constitu¬ 
tional institutions. 

The choice and that announcement were ratified by the King of 
Bavaria in the name, and on the behalf, of his son. It was however 
understood, that during the minority of King Otho, the establish¬ 
ment of the constitution should be suspended; but that when he 
came of age, he should enter into communication with his people, 
and, together with them, arrange the form of constitution to be 
adopted. King Otho came of age, but no constitution was given. 
There was a disinclination on the part of his advisers to counsel him 
to fulfill that engagement. The Government of England expressed 
an opinion, through various channels, that that engagement ought 
to be fulfilled. But opinions of a different kind reached the Royal 
ear from other quarters. Other Governments, naturally—I say it 
without implying any imputation—are attached to their own forms. 
Each Government thinks its own form and nature the best, and 
wishes to see that form, if possible, extended elsewhere. Therefore, 
I do not mention this with any intention of casting the least re¬ 
proach upon Russia, or Prussia, or Austria. Those three Govern¬ 
ments at that time were despotic. Their advice was given, and 
their influence was exerted to prevent the King of Greece from 
granting a constitution to his people. We thought, however, that in 
France we might find support in the advice which we wished to 
give. But we were unfortunate. The then Government of France, 
not at all undervaluing constitutional institutions, thought that the 
time was not yet come when Greece could be ripe for representative 
government. The King of Bavaria leaned also to the same side. 
Therefore, from the time when the King came of age, and for sev¬ 
eral years afterwards, the English Government stood in this position 
in Greece with regard to its Government—that we alone were 
anxious for the fulfillment of the engagement of the King, while 
all the other Powers who were represented at Athens, were averse 
to its being made good, or at least were not equally desirous of urg¬ 
ing it upon the King of Greece. This necessarily placed us in a 
situation, to say the least of it, of disfavour on the part of the agents 
of those Powers, and on the part of the Government of Greece. I 
was sorry for it; at the same time, I don't think the people of this 
country will be of opinion that we ought, for the sake of obtaining 
the mere good-will of the Greek Government, to have departed from 
the principle which we had laid down from the beginning. But it 
was so; and when people talk of the antagonistic influences which 
were in conflict at the Greek Court; and when people say, as I have 
heard it said, that our Ministers, and the Ministers of foreign Gov- 
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emments, were disputing about the appointments of mirarchs and 
nomarchs, and God knows what petty officers of the State, I say 
that, as far as our Minister was concerned, that is a statement en¬ 
tirely at variance with the fact. Our Minister, Sir Edmund Lyons, 
never, during the whole time he was in Greece, asked any favour 
of any sort or kind, for himself, or for any friend. No conduct of 
that mean, and low, and petty description was carried on by any 
person connected with the English Government. It was known 
that we wished the Greek nation should have representative institu¬ 
tions, while, on the other hand, other influences were exerted the 
other way; and that, and that only, was the ground of the differ¬ 
ences which existed. 

One of the evils of the absence of constitutional institutions was, 
that the whole system of government grew to be full of every kind 
of abuse. Justice could not be expected where the judges of the 
tribunals were at the mercy of the advisers of the Crown. The 
finances could not be in any order where there was no public re¬ 
sponsibility on the part of those who were to collect or to spend the 
revenue. Every sort of abuse was practised. 

In all times, in Greece, as is well known, there has prevailed, 
from the daring habits of the people, a system of compulsory appro¬ 
priation-forcible appropriation by one man of that which belonged 
to another; which, of course, is very disagreeable to those who are 
the victims of the system, and exceedingly injurious to the social 
condition, improvement, and prosperity of the country. In short, 
what foreigners call brigandage, which prevailed under the Turkish 
rule, has not, I am sorry to say, diminished under the Greek Sov¬ 
ereignty. Moreover, the police of the Greek Government have 
practised abuses of the grossest description; and if I wanted evidence 
on that subject, I could appeal to the honourable Gentleman,’who 
has just sat down, who, in a pamphlet, which all must have read, 
or ought to read, has detailed instances of barbarity of the most 
revolting kind practised by the police. I have here depositions of 
persons who have been subjected to the most abominable tortures 
which human ingenuity could devise—tortures inflicted upon both 
sexes most revolting and disgusting. One of the officers, a man of 
the name of Tzino, at the head of the police, was himself in the 
habit of inflicting the most diabolical tortures upon Greeks and 
upon foreigners, Turks, and others. This man Tzino, instead of 
being punished as he ought to have been, and as he deserved to 
be, not only by the laws of nature, but by the laws of Greece—this 
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person, I am sorry to say, is held in great favour in quarters where 
he ought to have received nothing but marks of indignation. 

Well, this being the state of things in Greece, there have always 
been in every town in Greece a great number of persons whom we 
are bound to protect—Maltese, lonians, and a certain number of 
British subjects. It became the practice of this Greek police to make 
no distinction between the Maltese and lonians and their own 
fellow-subjects. We shall be told, perhaps, as we have already been 
told, that if the people of the country are liable to have heavy 
stones placed upon their breasts, and police officers to dance upon 
them; if they are liable to have their heads tied to their knees, and 
to be left for hours in that state; or to be swung like a pendulum, 
and to be bastinadoed as they swing, foreigners have no right to be 
better treated than the natives, and have no business to complain 
if the same things are practised upon them. We may be told this, 
but that is not my opinion, nor do I believe it is the opinion of 
any reasonable man. Then, I say, that in considering the cases of 
the lonians, for whom we demanded reparation, the House must 
look at and consider what was the state of things in this respect in 
Greece; they must consider the practices that were going on, and 
the necessity of putting a stop to the extension of these abuses to 
British and Ionian subjects by demanding compensation, scarcely 
indeed more than nominal in some cases, but the granting of which 
would be an acknowledgment that such things should not be done 
towards us in future. 

In discussing these cases, I am concerned to have to say that they 
appear to me to have been dealt with elsewhere in spirit, and in a 
tone, which I think was neither befitting the persons concerning 
whom, nor the persons by whom, nor the persons before whom, the 
discussion took place. It is often more convenient to treat matters 
with ridicule, than with grave argument; and we have had serious 
things treated jocosely; and grave men kept in a roar of laughter, 
for an hour together, at the poverty of one sufferer, or at the miser¬ 
able habitation of another; at the nationality of one injured man, or 
the religion of another; as if because a man was poor he might be 
bastinadoed and tortured with impunity; as if a man who was born 
in Scotland might be robbed without redress; or, because a man is 
of the Jewish persuasion, he is fair game for any outrage. It is a 
true saying, and has often been repeated, that a very moderate share 
of human wisdom is sufficient for the guidance of human affairs. 
But there is another truth, equally indisputable, which is, that a 
man who aspires to govern mankind ought to bring to the task, 
generous sentiments, compassionate sympathies, and noble and ele¬ 
vated thoughts. 
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Now, Sir, with regard to these cases, I would take first, that 
which I think would first present itself to the mind of an English¬ 
man—I mean the insult offered by the arrest of the boat s crew of 
Her Majesty's ship Fantome. The time has been, when a man 
aspiring to a public situation, would have thought it his duty to 
vindicate the honour of the British Navy. Times are changed. It 
is said that in this case there were only a few sailors taken out of a 
boat by some armed men—that they were carried to the guard-house, 
but were soon set at liberty again—and why should we trouble our 
heads about so small a matter? But did we ask anything extraor¬ 
dinary or unreasonable on account of this insult? What we asked 
was an apology. I really did not expect to live to see the day, when 
public men in England could think that in requiring an apology 
for the arbitrary and unjustifiable arrest of a British officer and 
British seamen in the performance of their duty, we were making 
a demand '‘doubtful in its nature, and exaggerated in its amount." 
Now, what is the history of this case? for circumstances have been 
referred to, in connexion with it, which do not appear from the 
statement of the case itself. The son of the Vice-consul, who had 
dined on board the Fantome, was taken ashore in the evening by 
the coxswain and a boat’s crew, and landed on the beach. The 
coxswain accompanied the young gentleman to his father’s house, 
and on returning to the boat, was taken prisoner by the Greek 
guard. The guard went down to the boat, and, finding the seamen 
in it were without arms, began thumping them with the butt-ends 
of their muskets, and wounded one man in the hand by a thrust 
with a bayonet. The guard then took the seamen prisoners, and 
carried them to the guard-house where after a certain time they 
were released, through the interposition of the Vice-consul, and they 
returned to their ship. Excuses were given for this proceeding, and 
the gist of them was this—that the guard thought the boat belonged 
to the Spitfire, and that it had been seen landing rebels, one of 
whom had escaped; this supposed rebel being a boy of fourteen 
years old, who had returned quietly to his father’s house. 

The matter to which these excuses related, occurred a little while 
before, in consequence of the disorganised state of Greece—a dis¬ 
organisation, by the by, which arises entirely from the acts of the 
Government; because it has been, and still is, the practice of the 
Government, instead of punishing brigands, to amnesty and pardon 
them; and indeed it is even supposed that the officers of police some¬ 
times go shares in the plunder. That, however, is a matter of 
opinion; but it is a fact that the robbers are almost always pardoned; 
and such is the encouragement thereby given to the system of 
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plunder, that the robbers go about armed in bands, and sometimes 
actually attack and occupy towns. 


Then we come to the claim of M. Pacifico—a claim which has 
been the subject of much unworthy comment. Stories have been 
told, involving imputations on the character of M. Pacifico; I know 
nothing of the truth or falsehood of these stories. All I know is, 
that M. Pacifico, after the time to which those stories relate, was 
appointed Portuguese consul, first to Morocco and afterwards at 
Athens. It is not likely that the Portuguese Government would 
select for appointments of that kind, a person whose character they 
did not believe to be above reproach. But I say, with those who 
have before had occasion to advert to the subject, that I don’t care 
what M. Pacifico’s character is. I do not, and cannot, admit that 
because a man may have acted amiss on some other occasion, and in 
some other matter, he is to be wronged with impunity by others. 

The rights of a man depend on the merits of the particular case; 
and it is an abuse of argument to say, that you are not to give 
redress to a man, because in some former transaction he may have 
done something which is questionable. Punish him if you will— 
punish him if he is guilty, but don’t pursue him as a Pariah through 
life. 

What happened in this case? In the middle of the town of 
Athens, in a house which I must be allowed to say is not a wretched 
hovel, as some people have described it; but it does not matter what 
it is, for whether a man’s home be a palace or a cabin, the owner 
has a right to be there safe from injury—well, in a house which is 
not a wretched hovel, but which in the early days of King Otho 
was, I am told, the residence of the Count Armansperg, the Chief 
of the Regency—a house as good as the generality of those which 
existed in Athens before the Sovereign ascended the throne—M. 
Pacifico, living in this house, within forty yards of the great street, 
within a few minutes’ walk of a guard house, where soldiers were 
stationed, was attacked by a mob. Fearing injury, when the mob 
began to assemble, he sent an intimation to the British Minister, 
who immediately informed the authorities. Application was made 
to the Greek Government for protection. No protection was af¬ 
forded. The mob, in which were soldiers and gens-d’armes, who, 
even if officers were not with them, ought, from a sense of duty, 
to have interfered and to have prevented plunder—that mob, headed 

About five additional pages dealing with abuses are omitted. 
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by the sons of the Minister of War, not children of eight or ten 
years old, but older—that mob, for nearly two hours, employed 
themselves in gutting the house of an unoffending man, carrying 
away or destroying every single thing the house contained, and left 
it a perfect wreck. 

Is not that a case in which a man is entitled to redress from some¬ 
body? I venture to think it is. I think that there is no civilised 
country where a man subjected to such grievous wrong, not to 
speak of insults and injuries to the members of his family, would 
not justly expect redress from some quarter or other. Where was 
he to apply for redress at Athens? The Greek Government neg¬ 
lected its duty, and did not pursue judicial inquiries, or institute 
legal prosecutions as it might have done for the purpose of finding 
out and punishing some of the culprits. The sons of the Minister 
of War were pointed out to the Government as actors in the out¬ 
rage. The Greek Government were told to ‘search a particular 
house; and that some part of M. Pacifico s jewels would be found 
there.'' They declined to prosecute the Minister's sons, or to search 
the house. But, it is said, M. Pacifico should have applied to a 
court of law for redress. What was he to do? Was he to prosecute 
a mob of five hundred persons? Was he to prosecute them crim¬ 
inally, or in order to make them pay the value of his loss? Where 
was he to find his witnesses? Why, he and his family were hiding 
or flying, during the pillage, to avoid the personal outrages with 
which they were threatened. He states, that his own life was saved 
by the help of an English friend. It was impossible, if he could 
have identified the leaders, to have prosecuted them with success. 

But what satisfaction would it have been to M. Pacifico to have 
succeeded in a criminal prosecution against the ringleaders of that 
assault? Would that have restored to him his property? He wanted 
redress, not revenge. A criminal prosecution was out of the ques¬ 
tion, to say nothing of the chances, if not the certainty, of failure 
in a country where the tribunals are at the mercy of the advisers of 
the crown, the judges being liable to be removed, and being often 
actually removed upon grounds of private interest and personal 
feeling. Was he to prosecute for damages? His action would have 
lain against individuals, and not, as in this country, against the 
hundred. Suppose he had been able to prove that one particular 
man had carried off one particular thing, or destroyed one particular 
article of furniture; what redress could he anticipate by a lawsuit, 
which, as his legal advisers told him, it would be vain for him to 
undertake? M. Pacifico truly said, “If the man I prosecute is rich, 
he is sure to be acquitted; if he is poor, he has nothing out of which 
to afford me compensation if he is condemned." 
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The Greek Government having neglected to give the protection 
they were bound to extend, and having abstained from taking 
means to afford redress, this was a case in which we were justified 
in calling on the Greek Government for compensation for the losses, 
whatever they might be, which M. Pacifico had suffered. I think 
that claim was founded in justice. The amount we did not pretend 
to fix. If the Greek Government had admitted the principle of the 
claim, and had objected to the account sent in by M. Pacifico—if 
they had said, “This is too much, and we think a less sum sufficient,” 
that would have been a question open to discussion, and which our 
Ministers, Sir E. Lyons at first, or Mr. Wyse afterwards, would have 
been ready to have gone into, and no doubt some satisfactory ar¬ 
rangement might thus have been effected with the Greek Govern¬ 
ment. But the Greek Government denied altogether the principle 
of the claim. Therefore, when Mr. Wyse came to make the claim, 
he could not but demand that the claim should be settled, or be 
placed in train of settlement, and that within a definite period, as 
he fixed it, of twenty-four hours. 

Whether M. Pacifico’s statement of his claim was exaggerated or 
not, the demand was not for any particular amount of money. The 
demand was, that the claim should be settled. An investigation 
might have been instituted, which those who acted for us were pre¬ 
pared to enter into, fairly, dispassionately, and justly. 

M. Pacifico having, from year to year, been treated either with 
answers wholly unsatisfactory, or with a positive refusal, or with 
pertinacious silence, it came at last to this, either that his demand 
was to be abandoned altogether, or that, in pursuance of the notice 
we had given the Greek Government a year or two before, we were 
to proceed to use our own means of enforcing the claim. “Oh! but,” 
it is said, “what an ungenerous proceeding to employ so large a 
force against so small a Power!” Does the smallness of a country 
justify the magnitude of its evil acts? Is it to be held that if your 
subjects suffer violence, outrage, plunder in a country which is 
small and weak, you are to tell them when they apply for redress, 
that the country is so weak and so small that we cannot ask it for 
compensation? Their answer would be, that the weakness and 
smallness of the country make it so much the more easy to obtain 
redress. “No,” it is said, “generosity is to be the rule.” We are to be 
generous to those who have been ungenerous to you; and we cannot 
give you redress because we have such ample and easy means of 
procuring it. 

Well, then, was there anything so uncourteous in sending, to 
back our demands, a force which should make it manifest to all 
the world that resistance was out of the question? Why, it seems 
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to me, on the contrary, that it was more consistent with the honour 
and dignity of the Government on whom we made those demands, 
that there should be placed before their eyes a force, which it 
would be vain to resist, and before which it would be no indignity 
to yield. 


I believe I have now gone through all the heads of the charges 
which have been brought against me in this debate. I think I have 
shown that the foreign policy of the Government, in all the trans¬ 
actions with respect to which its conduct has been impugned, has 
throughout been guided by those principles which, according to 
the resolution of the honourable and learned Gentleman the Mem¬ 
ber for Sheffield, ought to regulate the conduct of the Government 
of England in the management of our foreign affairs. I believe that 
the principles on which we have acted are those which are held by 
the great mass of the people of this country. I am convinced these 
principles are calculated, so far as the influence of England may 
properly be exercised with respect to the destinies of other countries, 
to conduce to the maintenance of peace, to the advancement of civi¬ 
lization, to the welfare and happiness of mankind. 

I do not complain of the conduct of those who have made these 
matters the means of attack upon Her Majesty's Ministers. The 
government of a great country like this, is undoubtedly an object 
of fair and legitimate ambition to men of all shades of opinion. It 
is a noble thing to be allowed to guide the policy and to influence 
the destinies of such a country; and, if ever it was an object of 
honourable ambition, more than ever must it be so at the moment 


at which I am speaking. For while we have seen, as stated by the 
right Baronet the Member for Ripon,^"^ the political earthquake 

I Rocking Europe from side to side—while we have seen thrones 
haken, shattered, levelled; institutions overthrown and destroyed— 
vhile in almost every country of Europe the conflict of civil war 
las deluged the land with blood, from the Atlantic to the Black Sea, 
rom the Baltic to the Mediterranean; this couj;itry has presented a 
pectacle honourable to the people of England, and worthy of the 
idmiration of mankind. 

We have shown that liberty is compatible with order; that indi- 
idual freedom is reconcilable with obedience to the law. We have 
shown the example of a nation, in which every class of society 


“There is omitted some forty of the Hansard columns that attempt to 
justify the British Government in its actions. 

Sir J. R. G. Graham. 
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accepts with cheerfulness the lot which Providence has assigned to 
it; while at the same time every individual of each class is constantly 
striving to raise himself in the social scale—not by injustice and 
wrong, not by violence and illegality—but by persevering good con¬ 
duct, and by the steady and energetic exertion of the moral and 
intellectual faculties with which his Creator has endowed him. To 
govern such a people as this, is indeed an object worthy of the 
ambition of the noblest man who lives in the land; and therefore 
I find no fault with those who may think any opportunity a fair 
one, for endeavouring to place themselves in so distinguished and 
honourable a position. But I contend that we have not in our for¬ 
eign policy done anything to forfeit the confidence of the country. 
We may not, perhaps, in this matter or in that, have acted precisely 
up to the opinions of one person or of another—and hard indeed it 
is, as we all know by our individual and private experience, to find 
any number of men agreeing entirely in any matter, on which they 
may not be equally possessed of the details of the facts, and cir¬ 
cumstances, and reasons, and conditions which led to action. But, 
making allowance for those differences of opinion which may fairly 
and honourably arise among those who concur in general views, I 
maintain that the principles which can be traced through all our 
foreign transactions, as the guiding rule and directing spirit of our 
proceedings, are such as deserve approbation. I therefore fearlessly 
challenge the verdict which this House, as representing a political, 
a commercial, a constitutional country, is to give on the question 
now brought before it; whether the principles on which the foreign 
policy of Her Majesty's Government has been conducted, and the 
sense of duty which has led us to think ourselves bound to afford 
protection to our fellow subjects abroad, are proper and fitting 
guides for those who are charged with the Government of England; 
and whether, as the Roman, in days of old, held himself free from 
indignity, when he could say Civis Romanus sum; so also a British 
subject, in whatever land he may be, shall feel confident that the 
watchful eye and the strong arm of England, will protect him 
against injustice and wrong. 



3 . The Slave Trade 

This address appears in Han- James Fox, and others worked to- 
SARD (LXXVI [3d Ser.Jy 922-48) ward the suppression act which 
under the date July 16, 1844. Sir was passed in 1807. By an act of 
Robert Peel who spoke immedi- 1833 arrangements were made for 
ately after Palmerston agreed with abolition of slavery in the colonies, 
the part of the speech which is But so far as the slave trade was 
given. He did not concur with concerned, an illegal traffic per- 
certain reflections which Palmer- sisted. Arab slave traders of Africa 
ston cast on the policy of the gov- could not he forced to obey Eng- 
ernment in dealing with slave lish laws, and, though the Euro¬ 
traders and which are omitted in pean powers made the slave trade 
the extract. the subject of treaties in the early 

The names of many famous nineteenth century, France as late 
Englishmen are connected with the as 1841 refused to co-operate with 
endeavor to abolish the slave trade, other European countries in the 
the traffic in which augmented plans which, it was hoped, might 
English commercial developments be effective in limiting the traffic, 
after the Treaty of Utrecht: Palmerston is treating of a theme, 
Thomas Clarkson, William Wil- familiar and dear to the English, 
berforce, Pitt the Younger, Charles in this speech. 

Sir, in rising to move for the Returns connected with the Slave 
Trade, of which I have given notice, and to the production of 
which I presume that no objection will be offered, I wish to make 
some observations upon the Slave Trade itself; a subject of great 
interest and importance, not indeed new to this House, but which 
has now, for nearly half a century engaged the attention of the 
Parliament and people of this country. Almost all the men who, 
during that period of time, have been most eminent and distin¬ 
guished in this country, whether on one side or on the other of this 
House, whether within or without these walls, have exerted the 
best energies of their minds to put an end to this abominable crime. 
And their labours have not been vain. They succeeded in rescuing 
the country from the foul stain of Slave Trade, and as a natural 
and necessary consequence soon followed the abolition of the con¬ 
dition of Slavery itself, throughout the dominions of the British 
Crown. These great results, however, were not accomplished with¬ 
out much labour, and a long lapse of time; the descent to evil is 
rapid and easy; the return to good is hard and slow; and if there 
are nations who are still imitating our downward course, and who 
have not yet resolved to follow our upward footsteps, we should 
look upon their errors with more indulgence than we might other¬ 
wise feel, when we remember what long and painful efforts it cost 
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us, to wean ourselves from these detestable practices. But, on the 
other hand, if there be nations, and many there are, who have 
entered with us, by the stipulations of treaties, into engagements, 
having for their object the putting down of this crime, we should 
be making ourselves again partakers in this guilt, if we were to 
release any of those nations from the smallest particle of their 
engagements. 

Many years have now passed away since those investigations took 
place, which, by laying bare in all their hideous deformity the dis¬ 
gusting atrocities connected with the prosecution of the Slave Trade, 
brought round the minds of men in this country to resolve that 
England at least should cease to be polluted with this crime. Those 
details are now well nigh forgotten; and though most men have a 
general knowledge that Slave Trade is a cruel thing, and that it is 
barbarous to tear men by violence from their homes, their families, 
and their country; to transport them by force across the Atlantic; 
and to doom them to pass the remainder of their shortened lives in 
painful toil, under the lash of a foreign tyrant;—though these things 
are known and felt by all, yet few can form to themselves any ade¬ 
quate conception how intense is the degree, and how extensive the 
range, of the cruelties of which the Slave Trade is the cause. 

It is difficult to ascertain, with any approach to certainty, the 
number of negroes who are annually landed on the islands and con¬ 
tinent of America, to be there consigned to slavery. The Returns 
for which I am about to move will furnish the best information that 
can be obtained on this subject; but that information can only be 
acquired through our consular agents, our Slave Trade Commis¬ 
sioners, and our naval officers. The governments of the countries 
in which those negroes are landed, publish no returns; but, on the 
contrary, endeavour to throw the veil of secrecy over such transac¬ 
tions. These Governments are those of Spain and Brazil, for it is 
to Cuba and to Brazil that these importations take place. But both 
Spain and Brazil are bound by treaties concluded with us, to pro¬ 
hibit all their subjects from engaging in, or being concerned with 
the Slave Trade in any manner whatsoever, and they have, in 
pursuance of those treaties, promulgated laws denouncing severe 
punishments upon such of their subjects as may have anything to 
do with the Trade. 

But these Governments notoriously set at nought their engage¬ 
ments, and systematically disregard them, while they permit their 
own laws to be daily and openly violated with impunity. They 
endeavour, therefore, to conceal the importations which they con¬ 
nive at, and the information which we obtain about them must be 
necessarily imperfect. One thing, therefore, is certain, that the 
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Returns which we receive must fall short of the truth; they cannot 
exceed it. Now, what is the number of negroes supposed to be 
annually landed in America? Mr. Bandinell, of the Foreign Office, 
in his able and valuable work on the Slave Trade, compiled from 
official documents, and comprising, in a small compass, more useful 
and authentic information than almost any work that has yet been 
published, calculates the number at something between 120,000 and 
130,000. Sir Fowell Buxton, in his most interesting work on the 
Slave Trade, states the number at 150,000; but whether the one or 
the other number be assumed to be correct, what an enormous 


amount of human misery and of human crime does this single state¬ 
ment involve. 


When we look at an abstract statement on paper, conveyed in 
arithmetical figures, the mind is scarcely able to embrace within its 
grasp all the details and the full extent of the facts of which the 
knowledge may be so communicated. But let any man consider for 
a moment what an enormous mass of people 150,000 men amount 
to, and what an extent of ground they would cover. Many may 
have seen large armies; but few have seen an army of 150,000 men 
assembled in one spot, and at once within the reach of the eye. But 
let any one imagine that he saw 150,000 human beings drawn up 
on a great plain, and that he was told as they marched past him 
that they were all travelling to the same doom; that this vast living 
mass of fellow creatures was driven on to suffer painful and pre¬ 
mature death, under every variety of bodily and mental torture. Let 
him further fancy himself told that this was not a single or an 
accidental calamity, but that every succeeding year the same ground 
would again be trodden by the same number of victims hurried 
forward to the same melancholy fate. What would be the just 
indignation that would burn within his bosom, and what would be 
the fervour with which he would call down the vengeance of 
Heaven, not only upon the authors of such enormities, but upon 
those who having the power to prevent such crimes, had culpably 
neglected to do so! 

But any man would be much deceived who should suppose that 
the number of negroes annually landed oft the coast of America, 
could be taken as a full measure of the number of human victims 


annually sacrificed to the avarice and cruelty, I will not say of 
Christian men, for Christians they deserve not to be called, but of 
men belonging to Christian nations. It is calculated, and I believe 
not without good reason, that for every negro thus landed in Amer¬ 
ica, two others have perished in the preceding stages of the slave¬ 
making process; so that we must multiply by three the number 
actually landed, to arrive at the total number annually swept away 
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by the Slave Trade from the population of Africa. It is well known 
that the negroes are not in general collected from the immediate 
neighborhood of the place where they are embarked. They come 
from the interior, and are marched down great distances to the coast. 
Some are captives taken in wars; in wars often waged for the ex¬ 
press purpose of acquiring the gain to be made by the sale of pris¬ 
oners. But the greatest number are obtained by the system of 
slave-hunting and man-stealing, which for the supply of the Slave 
Trade prevails all over the interior of Africa. 

The way in which that system is carried on, is this: when the 
time of year comes round for sending down the slave caravan to the 
coast; at the dead of night, some peaceful African village, whose 
unsuspecting inhabitants are buried in that repose, which nature 
has kindly bestowed upon man to fit him again for the useful occu¬ 
pations and for the innocent enjoyments of the succeeding day; at 
the dead of the night, some such African village is suddenly sur¬ 
rounded by the armed ruffians of some neighbouring chief. The huts 
of which the village consists are set on fire; the inhabitants, roused 
from their sleep by the flames by which they are enveloped, rush 
forth; see their assailants and endeavour to escape capture, some by 
flight, others by resistance; but all equally in vain. 1 he fugitives are 
intercepted and caught. Those who resist are overpowered, and 
either slain or made prisoners. Sometimes a hill village is attacked; 
there the intricacies of the ground afford greater facilities for escape, 
and some make good their flight to neighbouring caverns, or to 
hiding-places on the summit. The caverns arc besieged, fires are 
lighted at their mouths, and those who have sought shelter there, 
are forced to choose between suffocation within and captivity with¬ 
out. The wells and springs upon which the people depend for their 
supply of water, are occupied; and those who have found a tempo¬ 
rary safety in the higher grounds are compelled by the unendurable 
torments of thirst to come down, and barter their liberty for a few 
drops of water. Then comes the selection. The hale and healthy 
of either sex, and children above six or seven years old, are set apart 
for the slave caravan. The aged and the infirm, the infant torn from 
its mother s breast, the child wrenched from its parent's grasp, are 
murdered. To march these down to the coast would be impossible, 
and if possible, profitless; to maintain them would be costly; and to 
leave them to die of hunger when deprived of those by whose labour 
they had been supported, would be too cruel even for slave-hunters. 
They are, therefore, at once despatched, and they are the least to 
be pitied. Their sufferings are over, those of their surviving friends 
and relations are only about to begin. 

When a sufficient number have thus been selected, the caravan 
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sets out. Men, women, children, half naked, barefooted; the weak 
urged on by the goad and lash, the strong restrained from escape by 
yoKCS and chains, are driven hundreds and hundreds of miles across 
the burning sands of the plain, and over the stony passes of the 
mountain to the place of embarkation. Hunger, thirst, fatigue, 
despair, disease of body, and agony of mind, make dreadful havoc 
in the caravan. Some drop down dead as they go; others, unable to 
keep up, are left behind to die the lingering death of hunger and 
of thirst, or to become the prey of the wild beasts of the desert; 
others, more mercifully treated, when sinking under their fatigue, 
are knocked on the head and put out of their pain at once. Multi¬ 
tudes thus perish, and travellers who have visited the interior of the 
country tell you, that you may trace the march of these slave cara¬ 
vans across the pathless desert, and find your way to the wells that 
make their halting places, by the hundreds and thousands of human 
skeletons that lie bleaching and mouldering on the ground. 

At last the caravan reaches the place of embarkation, but it often 
happens that the slave ship is not arrived, and the negroes have to 
wait many days, and perhaps weeks, for its arrival. In the interval 
they are cooped up in crowded huts called barracoons, imperfectly 
clothed, fed, and medically cared for. The fatigue of the march 
begins to tell even upon those whose strength had held on to the 
end of it; diseases break out, and many deaths ensue. 

At length the slave ship arrives; the captain lands, and inspects 
the negroes. He picks out those whose apparent health and strength 
give promise that they will outlive the voyage, and be saleable at the 
market; the weak and sickly he rejects. Those whom he selects are 
embarked; those whom he rejects are either put out of the way at 
once, or left to perish on the coast by disease and want. It is reck¬ 
oned that whatever may be the number of negroes thus embarked, 
at least an equal number have previously perished, in the seizure, 
the march, and the detention; and thus, if 500 are put on board the 
slave ship, 500 others have already been sacrificed in the preceding 
stages of the process. 

Then comes the voyage; and then begins a scene of suffering 
and of horrors, greater than anything that ^ has gone before, and 
greater than any man who has not been an eye-witness, can either 
imagine, or attempt to describe. Whatever the size of the slave ship 
may be, whether great or small, whether fifty tons or five hundred, 
the slave captain takes on board a fourth or a third more negroes 
than the vessel can properly contain. Such is, and such always has 
been the practice. It is founded upon a dry arithmetical calculation. 
It is done on the same principle according to which a man who 
sends a pipe of wine from Madeira to England to go round by the 
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East Indies, sends a quarter cask with it, in order that the waste by 
leakage and evaporation may be filled up, and that the pipe may 
still be full when it reaches its destination. The slave captain knows, 
that however careful he may be in choosing his negroes, some, who 
are apparently healthy, will yet have imbibed the seeds of diseases 
which will break out and prove fatal during the voyage; and that 
others who are quite sound when they embark, will yet, from change 
of food, of habits, and of temperature, sicken during the passage, 
and die before they reach the port. He, therefore, takes on board a 
number of supernumeraries, to fall into the vacancies to be created 
by those casualties, so that he may still have a full cargo on arriving 
at his market. But this very arrangement aggravates the evils, 
against the effects of which it is intended to provide. The crowded 
state of the vessel makes all the causes of disease act with infinitely 
greater force; sea-sickness, ophthalmia, fever, dysentery, small-pox, 
make ravages among the negroes, and hardly a day passes but the 
bodies are thrown overboard. But is it dead bodies only that are 
thrown overboard? I am sorry to say not. The living as well as 
the dead are often consigned to the bosom of the deep. Sometimes 
the progress of disease is rapid. The negro who is well today, 
sickens at night, and is a corpse tomorrow, and in such cases the 
course is plain. But it often happens that the disease is of a more 
lingering kind; and then the keen and experienced eye of the slave 
captain foresees in the early stage of the malady that the poor negro, 
though he may struggle on for a week or a fortnight, must inevitably 
die before the ship reaches the port, or if he should live till then, 
would be unsaleable in the market. But he also knows that during 
the remaining days of his suffering the negro will go on consuming 
provisions which are valuable, and money's worth; he will at all 
events lose the price he has paid for the negro and the cost of his 
subsistence up to that time; why should he needlessly increase that 
loss? He resolves not to do so; he determines to save his provisions; 
and overboard goes the living negro. This is by no means an un¬ 
common occurrence; it was not uncommon, I am ashamed to say, 
even in ships of this country, before our slave-trade was abolished. 

There is on record the case of the ship Zong, commanded by a 
man of the name of Collingwood, which sailed for Jamaica in 1781, 
on board of which it was proved by a Court of Justice, that a trans¬ 
action of this kind took place. The ship had a large cargo of 
negroes; she missed her course; her water ran short, and her negroes 
grew sickly. The captain reflected that the negroes who died would 
be a loss to the owners; but he thought that if he could make it 
appear that a certain number were necessarily thrown overboard for 
the safety of the ship, their value might be recovered from the 
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insurers; accordingly, he resolved to throw overboard those who 
were the most sicldy, and the least likely to live to reach the port; 
and in three nights 132 of the negroes were thrown overboard alive. 

Many negroes are lost by shipwreck, and a remarkable instance 
of this kind happened in 1819. I have stated that the ophthalmia 
often breaks out in the slave ships. In 1819, this disorder raged on 
board the French slave ship, the Rodeur, bound with a cargo of 
negroes to Guadaloupe; the disease was so virulent, that only one 
man in the ship s company retained his eyesight sufficiently to be able 
to steer the ship. In this condition the Rodeur fell in with another 
large vessel, full of people, but apparently drifting at the mercy 
of the winds and waves. The vessels came within hail; the strange 
ship was St. Leon, a Spanish slaver, full of negroes; the people 
on board said that the ophthalmia had broken out also among 
them, and that there was not a single man on board who could see 
well enough to steer or work the ship. They begged for assistance, 
but none could be given them. The ships parted; the Rodeur 
reached Guadaloupe; the St. Leon was never heard of more. 

Sometimes calamities of a different kind occur. I have already 
stated how small and inconvenient the places are, in which the 
negroes on board these slave ships are confined. The bottom of 
the hold is filled with the casks, which contain the water and pro¬ 
visions for the people on board; over these casks is spread a platform, 
composed of rough unplaned boards, laid loosely together, and u|X)n 
this rough and splintery surface the naked negroes are obliged to 
lie. Sometimes even this poor accommodation is denied them, and 
nothing but a few mats are spread over the uneven surface of the 
casks, and the negroes are to fit themselves to the inequalities of 
the surface as they can. The distance between this platform and the 
upper deck of the vessel varies according to the size of the ship; it 
is scarcely ever more than three feet and a half, and sometimes it is 
barely two feet and a half. Into this black hole the negroes are 
thrust like so many bales of goods; linked two by two, with fetters, 
to prevent them from crushing each other by moving about; and so 
crowded together, that, as stated by a witness examined before a 
Committee of this House, in 1791, the negrp in the hold of a slave 
ship has not as much room as a man has in his coffin. It may well 
be imagined how vitiated must be the air breathed by so many 
lungs; how intense must be the heat created by such an aggregation 
of living bodies in so small a space, under the vertical rays of a 
tropical sun; and how pestilential the effluvia occasioned by the 
circumstances of their confinement and condition. In order to 
mitigate these inconveniences, by admitting as much air as possible 
below, the hatch-ways of slave-ships are made larger than those of 
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merchantmen, and are covered by open gratings, instead of with 
closed hatches, and some have air ports beside. In fine and even 
in moderate weather, these arrangements, to a certain degree, answer 
their purpose; but the slave-ships sometimes encounter a violent 
storm, the sea runs high and breaks over the vessel, and then the 
hatchways must be nearly closed, or the ship would fill and go down. 
Then ensues a scene of horror, of struggle, of agony, of death, 
which I will not attempt to describe. The results of such a calamity 
are related by the rev. Mr. Hill, in his pamphlet, called 'Tifty Days 
in a Slaver.” The captured slave-ship he was on board of, was over¬ 
taken by a storm; the hatchways were closed, and fifty-two negroes 
out of about four hundred died in one night, suffocated by want of 
air, or strangled in their struggle to get near to the small opening 
still left for the admission of air. Mr. Hill imagines that this was 
a singular instance, and that the misfortune arose from the inex¬ 
perience of the prize crew, who were not accustomed to deal with 
such emergencies. But I fear he is mistaken. The loss of life was, 
indeed, greater, in consequence of the negroes not having been 
released from their fetters, which would have prevented them from 
struggling so much with each other; but when slave-ships meet with 
storms, which not unfrequently happens, the hatchways must be 
partially closed up, and many negroes die by suffocation. 

It is calculated, that from all these causes, about a third of the 
negroes that are embarked die during the passage; and if this third of 
the 500 embarked be added to the 500 assumed to have died in the 
seizure, the march, and the detention, it will be seen that for every 
negro landed, two others will have perished in the previous stages of 
the slave-making process; and thus, if 130,000 or 150,000 negroes 
have been landed annually in America, the yearly ravage com¬ 
mitted on the African nations must amount to something like 400,- 
000; and if this has been going on for the last century, how many 
millions must during that period have been swept away from the 
population of Africa. Why I will venture to say, that if all the 
other crimes which the human race has committed, from the crea¬ 
tion down to the present day, were added together in one vast 
aggregation, they would scarcely equal, I am sure they could not 
exceed, the amount of guilt which has been incurred by mankind, 
in connexion with this diabolical Slave Trade. 

And is it not, then, the duty of every government, and of every 
nation on whom Providence has bestowed the means of putting an 
end to this crime, to employ those means and to the greatest pos¬ 
sible extent? And if there is any government and any nation upon 
whom that duty is more especially incumbent, is not that govern¬ 
ment the government of England, and are we not that nation? 
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Political influence and naval power are the two great instruments 
by which the Slave Trade may be abolished; our political influence, 
if properly exerted, is great, our naval power is pre-eminent.^® 


.The right honourable Baronet at the head of the Govern¬ 
ment stated on a former occasion that one of the great motives 
which led him and his Colleagues to undergo the toils, and vexations, 
and harassments of office, (and they who have been themselves in 
office know that burthen is not light), was the desire and hope of ob¬ 
taining thereby posthumous fame. I am sure the right honourable 
Baronet did not by that expression exclude from his view the desire 
and the hope also of that approval of a satisfied conscience, which is 
the certain reward for duties well performed; I am sure he did not 
mean to exclude that higher sanction, in comparison with which all 
human approbation sinks into utter insignificance; but the right hon¬ 
ourable Baronet stated, that one of his objects, and a fair and honour¬ 
able one it is, was the hope of acquiring fame in after ages. They, 
however, who are charged with the Government of a great nation, 
can obtain fame only by conferring some great benefits on their own 
country, or on the rest of mankind. Now the peculiar position in 
which the present Government stands renders it difficult for them 
to do the first. They cannot emancipate the commercial industry 
of the country, nor open to us that full career of prosperity on which 
we might be able to enter; they are prevented from doing that, by 
the prejudices of the great body of their supporters. They cannot 
lay the foundations of any large and liberal system of education for 
the great numbers who are every year rising up in the manufactur¬ 
ing districts in the darkest ignorance, intellectual, moral, and re¬ 
ligious; they are prevented from doing that by prejudices which 
they themselves partake. They cannot give contentment to the six 
millions of Catholics who inhabit Ireland: they are prevented from 
doing that by obstacles which they themselves in former times have 
contributed to create. They cannot take a leading part in the settle¬ 
ment of any great European question, if any such should arise in 
their time, because, dissatisfied apparently w^ the front rank posi¬ 
tion in which they found the country when they took the helm, 
they thought it more consistent with the modesty of our national 
character that Great Britain, under their command, should drop 
quietly astern, and take up her berth in the wake of all the great 

“A lengthy discussion on the history of the attitude of foreign stater 
toward the ^ave trade is omitted. ^ 

"Sir Robert Peel. 




PALMERSTON 


175 


Foreign Powers. But there is one field still open in which they may 
gather unfading laurels; they may abolish the Slave Trade. In their 
efforts to accomplish that great end they will be thwarted by no 
resentful supporters, by no disapproving opponents. They will have 
the country unanimously with them, and the will of this great 
nation, when unanimously expressed for a noble cause, is able to 
accomplish great results. If the present Government shall have to 
say that they succeeded, in their time, in extinguishing a foul 
traffic, for the suppression of which those who had gone before 
them had laboured for many years, and with only partial success, 
they will bequeath to posterity a name that will live in the grateful 
remembrance of the most distant ages. But if it shall justly be laid 
to their charge, that whereas the Slave Trade had been much 
checked, and nearly extinguished by the efforts of those who pre¬ 
ceded them, it had in their time acquired fresh life, and had again 
reared aloft its hideous and gigantic head, they will indeed attain 
an everlasting fame, but it will be a fame in comparison with which 
the most perfect and entire oblivion would be deemed an enviable 
lot.2« 


“The noble Viscount concluded by moving an Address for—“Return, 
showing the total number of African Negroes landed for the purposes of 
Slavery on the Islands and on the Continent of America, from the year 1815 
to the year 1843, both inclusive; distinguishing the number so landed in 
each of those years, and distinguishing also the number landed in each year 
on the territory of each separate State or Power, so far as the same can be 
made up from Documents in the possession of Her Majesty's Government, 
also. Cases adjudged under Slave Trade Treaties, and number of Slaves 
emancipated in consequence at Sierra Leone, Rio de Janeiro, Havannah, 
Surinam, and other places respectively, from the year 1829 to the year 1844," 



4 . Sir Charles Napier 

A banquet was given to Sir 1854, and in Ashley*s Life of 
Charles Napier at the Reform Henry John Temple, Viscount Pal- 
Cluh on March 7, 1854, just he- merston (London, 1876), VoL II. 
fore his departure with the fleet to It is inserted to show the effec- 
the Baltic, Palmerston had the tiveness of Palmerston s levity- 
chair, After toasts to various sover- a levity that may now appear as 
eigns and countries had been a strange thing inasmuch as Eng- 
drunk, Palmerston gave the follow- land was destined to enter formal- 
ing speech which may be found in ly the Crimean War three weeks 
The Times (London) of March 8, later. 

There was a very remarkable entertainer of dinner company, called 
Sir R. Preston, who lived in the city, and who, when he gave 
dinners at Greenwich, after gorging his guests with turtle, used to 
turn round to the waiters and say, “Now bring dinner.’' Gentlemen, 
we have had the toasts which correspond with the turtle, and now 
let’s go to dinner. (Laughter.) Now let us drink the toast which be¬ 
longs to the real occasion of our assembling here. I give you “The 
health of my gallant friend Sir Charles Napier,” who sits beside me. 
If, gentlemen, I were addressing a Hampshire audience, consisting of 
country gentlemen residing in that county, to which my gallant 
friend and myself belong, I should introduce him to your notice as 
an eminent agriculturist, (Laughter.) It has been my good fortune, 
when enjoying his hospitality at Merchistoun Hall, to receive most 
valuable instructions from him while walking over his farm about 
stall-feeding, growing turnips, wire fencing, under-draining, and the 
like. (Laughter.) My gallant friend is a match for everything, and 
whatever he turns his hand to he generally succeeds in it. (Cheers 
and laughter.) 

However gentlemen, he now, like Cincinnatus, leaves his plough, 
puts on his armour, and is prepared to do that good service to his 
country which he will always perform whenever an opportunity is 
afforded to him. I pass over those earlier exploits of his younger 
days, which are well known to the members of his profession; but, 
perhaps, one of the most remarkable exploits of his life is that which 
he performed in the same cause of liberty and justice in which he 
is now about to be engaged. In the year 1833, when gallantly 
volunteering to serve the cause of the Queen of Portugal against the 
encroachments and the usurpations of Don Miguel—to defend con¬ 
stitutional rights and liberties against arbitrary power—he took the 
command of a modest fleet of frigates and corvettes, and, at the 
head of that little squadron, he captured a squadron far superior 
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in force, including two line-of-battle ships, one of which my gallant 
friend was the first to board. But on that occasion my gallant friend 
exhibited a characteristic trait. When he had scrambled upon the 
deck of this great line-of-battle ship, and was clearing the deck of 
those who had possession of it, a Portuguese officer ran at him full 
dart with his drawn sword to run him through. My gallant friend 
quietly parried the thrust, and, not giving himself the trouble to 
deal in any other way with his Portuguese assailant, merely gave 
him a hearty kick, and sent him down the hatchway. (Roars of 
laughter.) Well, gentlemen, that victory was a great event—Cmuch 
laughter)—I don't mean the victory over the officer who went down 
(renewed laughter), but the victory over the fleet, which my gallant 
friend took into port; for that victory decided a great cause then 
pending. It decided the liberties of Portugal; it decided the question 
between constitutional and arbitrary power—a contest which began 
in Portugal, and which went on afterwards in Spain, when my 
gallant friend Sir De Lacy Evans lent his powerful aid in the same 
cause, and with the same success. My gallant friend Sir Charles 
Napier, however, got the first turn of fortune, and it was mainly 
owing to that victory of his that the Queen of Portugal afterwards 
occupied the throne to which she was rightfully entitled, and the 
Portuguese nation obtained that Constitution which they have 
ever since enjoyed. (Cheers.) A noble friend of mine, now no 
more, whose loss I greatly lament, for he was equally distinguished 
as a man, as a soldier, and as a diplomatist, the late Lord William 
Russell—an honour to his country, as to his family—told me that 
one day he heard that my gallant friend Sir Charles Napier was 
in the neighbourhood of the fortress of Valenza, a Portuguese 
fortress some considerable distance from the squadron which he 
commanded. Lord W. Russell and Colonel Hare went to see my 
gallant friend, and Lord W. Russell told me that they met a man 
dressed in a very easy way (great laughter), followed by a fellow 
with two muskets on his shoulders. (Renewed laughter.) They 
took him at first for Robinson Crusoe (roars of laughter); but who 
should these men prove to be but the gallant admiral on my right 
and a marine behind him. (Laughter.) 'Well, Napier," said 
Lord W. Russell, "what are you doing here?" "Why," said my 
gallant friend, "I am waiting to take Valenza." "But," said Lord 
William, "Valenza is a fortified town, and you must know that we 
soldiers understand how fortified towns are taken. You must open 
trenches; you must make approaches; you must establish a battery 
in breach; and all this takes a good deal of time, and must be done 
according to rule." "Oh," said my gallant friend, "I have no time 
for all that. (Cheers and laughter.) I have got some of my blue- 
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jackets up here and a few of my ship s guns, and I mean to take 
the town with a letter/^ (Laughter.) And so he did. He sent 
the governor a letter to tell him he had much better surrender at 
discretion. The governor was a very sensible man (cheers and 
laughter); and so surrender he did. So the trenches and the ap¬ 
proaches, the battery, breach, and all that were saved, and the town 
of Valenza was handed over to the Queen of Portugal. Well, the 
next great occasion in which my gallant friend took a prominent 
and distinguished part—a part for which I can assure you that 
I personally, in my official capacity, and the Government to which 
I had the honour to belong, felt deeply indebted and obliged to 
him—was the occasion of the war in Syria. There my gallant 
friend distinguished himself, as usual, at sea and on shore. All 
was one to him, wherever an enemy was to be found; and I feel 
sure that when the enemy was found, the enemy wished to Heaven 
he had not been found. (Great laughter and cheering.) Well, my 
gallant friend landed with his marines, headed a Turkish detach¬ 
ment, defeated the Egyptian troops, gained a very important vic¬ 
tory, stormed the town of Sidon, captured three or four thousand 
Egyptian prisoners, and afterwards took a prominent part in the 
attack and capture of the important fortress of Acre. 1 am bound 
to say that the Government to which I belonged, in sending those 
instructions which led to the attack upon Acre, were very much 
guided by the opinions which we had received of the practicability 
of that achievement in letters from my gallant friend. 



5 . Constitutional Reforms 


In 1852 and periodically there¬ 
after the question of Parliamentary 
reform had been presented before 
Parliament and the nation. Dur¬ 
ing the electioneering of 1859, 
Mr. Rowcliffe, a Radical, attacked 
Palmerston in remarking that his 
lordship had talked a great deal 
about Lord Derby's proposed re¬ 
form act of 1859 but had not fa¬ 
vored the electors and nonelectors 
with his own views on reform. 
Would his lordship vote for the 
ballot, did he prefer manhood suf¬ 
frage or a £6 franchise or a rating 
franchise? For himself, he had re¬ 
fused to remain a member of the 


noble Lord's committee because he 
considered the noble Lord to be 
not a Liberal but a downright 
Tory and the best representative 
the Conservatives could possibly 
have. He hoped to hear his ques¬ 
tions answered in a straightforward 
and honest manner, 

Palmerston gave his reply (cf. 
Ashley's Life, Vol. II) in a man¬ 
ner exasperating to his opponent, 
embarrassing to some of his Lib¬ 
eral colleagues, stimulating to his 
public, and puzzling to histo¬ 
rians. Short as the reply is, it is 
very suggestive of Palmerston's pol¬ 
itics. 


Lord Palmerston said he was delighted to find that his old friend 
however far advanced in years, retained that youthful vigour which 
he possessed when first he knew him, and with his vigour he had 
retained also his prejudices and opinions. (Laughter, and a cry 
of “No chaff.”) His friend asked for a straightforward answer, 
and he would give one. He totally disagreed with him in almost 
all his opinions. (Laughter.) He (the noble lord) thought the 
day would never come when he and his friend would agree in 
political faith. (Much laughter.) His friend asked him what he 
thought on many points. In the first place he would say he was 
opposed to the ballot. He was against manhood suffrage. (Row¬ 
cliffe: “How far will you go with the franchise?”) He would 
give a straightforward answer to that. He would not tell him. 
(Laughter.) He held it was his duty, after the confidence they 
had reposed in him, to act according to his judgment in any meas¬ 
ure relating to Reform. (Cheers.) He hoped that the political 
difference of Mr. Rowcliffe and himself would not alter their 
private friendship. (Loud laughter.) He was sorry to disagree with 
his friend, but no man could agree with everybody. The man who 
did agree with everybody was not worth having anybody to agree 
with him. (Cheers and laughter.) 
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6 . Denmark and Germany 


Disraeli, mindful of the success 
of a Conservative attack in the 
House of Lords upon the govern- 
mentis foreign policy, moved in 
the Commons a resolution which 
expressed regret that Her Majesty's 
Government had failed to maintain 
their avowed policy of upholding 
the integrity and independence of 
Denmark and had ''lowered the 
just influence of this Country in 
the counsels of Europe, and 
thereby diminished the securities 
for peace." Mr. Kinglake's amend¬ 
ment was meant to check the Con¬ 
servative attack. It desired in place 
of the above resolution "to express 
the satisfaction with which we 
have heard that . ... Her Majesty 
has been advised to abstain from 
armed interference in the war now 
going on between Denmark and 
the German Powers." Palmerston's 
defence against the attack may be 
found in Hansard (CLXXVI [3d 
Ser.], 1272-87 []uly 8, 1864]). 

The situation—the Schleswig- 
Holstein affair—which called forth 
Palmerston's speech is so intricate 
in its details that statesmen of the 
period found difficulty in giving 
brief and adequate explanations. A 
growing German national senti¬ 
ment, thriving under the possibility 
of rescuing Schleswig and Holstein 
from the Danes, made Denmark's 
administrative control of the two 
duchies an impossible task, and 
England, as Denmark's patron, 
compelled the small state to make 


concessions to her neighbors* de¬ 
mands. The death of her King in 
1863 gave opportunity for Prussia 
and Austria to foster plans for driv¬ 
ing the Danes from Schleswig and 
Holstein; on the successful out¬ 
come of their project, these two 
powers would be in position to re¬ 
tain them jointly or to hand them 
over to the Duke of Augustenburg, 
neither of which arrangements 
would correspond to the terms of a 
treaty of 1852. Palmerston talked 
about intervention in behalf of 
Denmark, and the Danes counted 
on his words to their undoing—for 
there was no intervention though 
the armies of Prussia and Austria 
eventually marched to easy vic¬ 
tory. English society itself was 
divided in its sympathies: Queen 
Victoria hoped for Prussian success 
and, after the Danish defeat, ar¬ 
ranged for conferences in London 
(1864) which, however, accom¬ 
plished nothing. Palmerston was 
averse, for England's sake, to any 
development of Prussia that might 
threaten the balance of power. He 
therefore backed Denmark but at 
the last found himself incapable 
either of uniting the English to his 
policy or of obtaining the assist¬ 
ance of Napoleon III (because the 
latter had looked in vain for more 
than English moral support in the 
contemporary Polish crisis). Under 
these circumstances the Lords cen¬ 
sured and Disraeli moved his reso¬ 
lution in the Commons. 


Sir, if any doubt could have existed when the notice of this Mo¬ 
tion was first given as to its object and importance, that doubt 
must have been fully dispelled by the debate that has ensued upon 
it; for we are now told, fairly and plainly, that although the words 
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simply imply censure on one act of the Government, it is intended 
as a vote of *‘No confidence''; and that the issue which the House 
is called upon to determine is, whether Gentlemen on this side of 
the House or Gentlemen on that side shall be charged with the 
conduct of the affairs of the country. Now, Sir, I object to much 
that has passed in this debate—but to two things mainly—first of 
all, to the attempt to separate my noble Friend at the head of the 
Foreign Office from the rest of his Colleagues—a most unconstitu¬ 
tional attempt—a most unfair attempt; an attempt which ought to 
have been reprobated by those who, having been in office, know 
the joint responsibility of the Members of a Cabinet. Sir, I declare 
on my own part and on the part of my Colleagues, that we are all 
equally responsible for what the noble Lord at the head of the 
Foreign Office has done; and therefore I trust that we shall not 
have any more of these personal attacks upon Earl Russell, but 
that whatever censure any man may wish to cast upon the conduct 
of the Government may be aimed at the Government itself, and 
not at any individual member of it. 1 also. Sir, regret deeply for 
my country the pains that have been taken, by many of those who 
have taken part in this debate, to villify and degrade this country. 
Not content with blaming the Government, which they were 
entitled to do, and endeavouring to prove that we were wrong 
—which they had a right to do if they could prove it—in every 
step of these transactions, they have maintained that England is 
degraded, and that she has sunk in the estimation of foreign na¬ 
tions. And when forsooth? and since when? Why, since the 
termination of the Conferences, which closed a few days ago. Sir, 
I deny, on the part of the Government, the statements that have 
been made. I say that England stands as high as she ever did. 
And those who say she has fallen in the estimation of the world 
are not the men to whom the honour and dignity of England 
should be confided. 

Well, Sir, but this bill of indictment was most singularly brought 
in by the right honourable Gentleman who moved the Resolution; 
because, in the early part of his speech, he step by step expressed 
his approval of what the Government had done. He began by 
admitting that the Treaty of 1852 was, when it was concluded, a 
wise and good arrangement. He does not deny that all the Govern¬ 
ments who were parties to it congratulated each other for having 
made what they then thought—and there were grounds for the 
opinion—a settlement that would insure the peace of Europe. 
And when we are told that the Prussian Minister of that day, the 
Chevalier de Bunsen, refused to put his name to a certain Protocol, 
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I believe I am right in saying that so eager was the Prussian Gov¬ 
ernment for the treaty, that the draught was sent from Berlin to 
London, with a special order that he was to sign it as he received 
it, and was not to make any objections of his own. Well, then, 
whatever may have been the feelings of the Chevalier Bunsen, 
who was known to be a very enthusiastic champion of German 
unity at the time, his feelings were not shared by his Government, 
and it is a misrepresentation to infer, because of any objections he 
may have felt, that Prussia was not sincere and anxious for the 
conclusion of that Treaty. Saxony was equally pleased with the 
arrangement then made. That arrangement violated no rights. It 
simply was that the Danish Parliament should be invited to change 
the law of succession in Denmark legally, which they did—that the 
King should be empowered, by his prerogative, to name his suc¬ 
cessor, which he did; and that that successor should be acknowl¬ 
edged by the contracting Powers as heir to the Danish Crown; 
and that the States which were then and had been for a long 
time under the sway of the King of Denmark, should (as far as the 
object of the treaty went) remain united under the Danish sceptre. 
It was thought that this arrangement was secured by the change 
in the law of succession in Denmark, and the renunciation of the 
Duke of Augustenburg, who was next in succession to Holstein. 
Well, Sir, we know that the reason why that arrangement failed 
was, that the Danish Government did not give the German subjects 
of Schleswig the liberal administrative system to which they were 
entitled, and that the late King of Denmark committed the same 
errors which the King of Holland committed with regard to Bel¬ 
gium, by interfering in their languages, laws, religion, and all 
those things that are dear to man. That has been a constant source 
of expostulation on the part of the Germans, and those expostula¬ 
tions were not attended to as they ought to have been. The result 
of it was, that when the late King died these discontents, which 
had been smothered during his reign, burst forth as to the disputed 
succession to Holstein. Then came the Federal Execution in Hol¬ 
stein for the purpose of compelling the King Duke to revoke his 
Patent. 

And that brings me to the point to which I have often been 
referred—namely, the answer I made to the honourable Member 
for Horsham (Mr. S. FitzGerald) at the end of last Session. It is 
said that we began at that time to threaten Germany. I deny that 
what I said implied any threat of war on the part of England, and 
the words which I am going to read will, I think, prove it. What 
I said in answer to the honourable Member was— 
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have said that we concur entirely with him, and I am satisfied with 
all reasonable men in Europe, including those in France and Austria, 
in desiring that the independence and integrity, the rights of Denmark, 
may be maintained. We are convinced—I am convinced, at least,—that 
if any violent attempt were made to overthrow those rights, and interfere 
with that independence, those who made the attempt would find in the 
result that it would not be Denmark alone with whom they would have 
to contend.^* (3 Hansard, clxxii, 1252). 

The context shows, and it is quite plain, when I talked of every 
man in Europe—when I talked of France and Russia—I did not 
confine myself to this country. But what preceded that passage? 
I said just before 

“It is impossible for any man who looks at the map of Europe—I did 
not say the map of Aldershot and Portsmouth—and who knows the great 
interests which the Powers of Europe feel in the independence of the 
Danish Monarchy, to shut his eyes to the fact that the war, begun about 
a petty dispute concerning the institutions of Holstein, would in all 
probability not end where it began, and might draw after it consequences 
that the parties who commenced it would be exceedingly sorry to have 
caused.^^ (3 Hansard, clxxii, 1251). 

What I was pointing to was an European war, not a war between 
this country and the German Powers. But, then, what was it that 
the honourable Gentleman, who is so much against interference, 
said which called forth the reply I am now quoting? Why the 
honourable Gentleman said, *‘If the Government would say'^—he 
had said that he apprehended danger from the Execution in Hol¬ 
stein—that the entrance of the Federal troops into Holstein upon 
grounds of execution might involve consequences fatal to the in¬ 
tegrity of Denmark, and then he went on to say, 

“If the Government would say that under pretence of Federal rights 
the Germanic Confederation were not to interfere with the rights of the 
Danish Crown, and if France and Russia held similar language, the 
danger to which he had adverted might be obviated.” (3 Hansard, clxxii, 
1249). 

The honourable Gentleman, therefore, wanted the English Govern¬ 
ment to say to the Diet, 'Tou shall not go into Holstein for the 
purpose of executing your Federal law.’' He said, ^'Even if Eng¬ 
land were to say it, the danger might be avoided; but if England 
were to persuade France and Russia to say it also, the danger which 
he apprehended would be obviated.” Therefore, I say, it is not for 
the honourable Gentleman who attacks us to say that our expostula¬ 
tions to Prussia and Austria against the course they were taking 
were not justifiable representations, «ince he would have had us 
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take a still higher course, and try to prevent them doing that which 
by the law of Germany and the law of Europe they had a perfect 
right to do. We did not do that; our representations were of an en¬ 
tirely different character. Well, when the occupation took place, 
the Danish Government was recommended, not by England alone, 
but by England and other Powers, not to resist. They did not 
resist; and when the further invasion of Schleswig was threatened, 
we endeavoured to persuade the King of Denmark to take steps . 
to revoke that constitution which was made the ground of the 
occupation of Schleswig as a guarantee for its revocation. He 
promised that he would do what he could, and as early as he 
could, for that purpose. Well, then, what was the time when, 
according to honourable Gentlemen opposite, who complain so 
much, and at the bottom of whose thoughts lies an interference 
by force—what was the time when, in their opinion, that inter¬ 
ference ought to have been made? The German troops entered 
Schleswig about the beginning of the year—the middle of winter. 
That was not a time when any military or naval operations could 
have been undertaken by this country. Well, what did we do? 
From the beginning we endeavoured to persuade France and Russia 
to concur with us in every step which we took. Menacing lan¬ 
guage is said to have been used. Why, the menacing language was 
warning to the German Powers of the dangers to Europe and to 
themselves which might arise from an extension of the war beyond 
the quarter in which it had arisen. 

But the right honourable Gentleman (Mr. Disraeli) in his speech 
approved our conduct up to September. He says it was wise and 
judicious, because France was with us. But he went on to say, 
in September a change took place, and then we disgusted France 
and lost her support. How, according to him, did that come to 
pass? It was on account of Poland and the Congress. He says, 
we abandoned France about Poland. But what was our course 
with regard to Poland? Were we not told in this House over and 
over again, that we ought only to interfere diplomatically in favour 
of Poland? Did not the honourable Member for the King’s County 
repeatedly urge us in that direction, and not his urging backed 
by honourable Gentlemen who sit near him? Even the mode of 
representation was pointed out. We were told not to content our¬ 
selves with simple remonstrances on the part of England, but to 
get France, Austria, and Prussia, and all the Powers of Europe, 
to concur with us in representing to Russia the expediency of deal¬ 
ing leniently with Poland, and acting towards the Poles in ac¬ 
cordance with her treaty engagements. We did so; but we did 
not do that which we never undertook to do—make war against 
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Russia for that object. My noble Friend avowed that such was not 
his intention, and the right honourable Gentleman approved the 
course which we pursued; for he said a little time ago, to make war 
against Russia for Poland would have been an act of insanity. 
Therefore, it is unreasonable to allege that the course which we 
pursued with regard to Poland could have justly offended the 
Emperor of the French. It is a reflection on the French Emperor 
to attribute to him a feeling of that kind. Then came the Con¬ 
gress; and with regard to that also the right honourable Gentleman 
says we were quite right. No one of common understanding, I 
think, could imagine that a Congress under the existing circum¬ 
stances could have been attended with any success. The right 
honourable Gentleman says that a Congress ought to follow action, 
and not to precede it; and a very just distinction it is, and one 
entirely applicable. Well, when it is alleged that the conduct of 
France about Denmark was influenced by what the British Gov¬ 
ernment did in these two instances, it is to impute to the Govern¬ 
ment of the Emperor of the French motives and conduct un¬ 
worthy a great Power which has a due regard for its own honour 
and dignity. France was actuated by quite different motives, and 
she never concealed them from us. We were certainly led in the 
beginning to expect that France and Russia would join us in 
pressing strongly upon the German Powers the impropriety and 
injustice of their conduct. But France very fairly told us, “A war 
about Denmark to you would be a naval war, to us it would be a 
land war. We have all Germany upon our Frontier. It would 
be a great undertaking, costly both in men and treasure, and one, 
therefore, we are not disposed to undertake for an object which 
is not a French object, and does not concern the dignity, the pos¬ 
sessions, or the welfare of France.’’ I think that was a fair argument, 
and we had no right to press France any further to adopt the 
course we had suggested. We lost, therefore, the support of France 
except morally and diplomatically. Russia we also applied to, and 
Russia gave us answers which amounted to declining any co-opera¬ 
tion. And when one considers the bond of union which exists 
between Russia, Austria, and Prussia, with respect to Polish affairs, 
he cannot be much surprised that Russia should not be very 
willing to employ force against her neighbours. Well, then, step 
by step up to September, the right honourable Gentleman deems 
that our policy was wise and judicious. And I contend that after 
that date likewise it was wise, judicious, and honourable to the 
country. We laboured to persuade the contending parties to come 
to an agreement; we recommended just concessions to Denmark; 
and we remonstrated with the Germans for conduct which was 
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unjustifiable towards Denmark. At last a Conference was proposed; 
the proposal came from Prussia first. We agreed to it. Some time 
elapsed before it could be assembled. Questions arose whether 
an armistice should precede it. We should have preferred that 
it had; but failing of that, we stipulated that it should be the first 
subject of discussion. We found it impossible to obtain an armistice, 
and therefore the first point with us was to assemble the Con¬ 
ference as early as possible. Well, Sir, it is said our influence is 
gone—we have no influence in Europe; yet, remark that we were 
invited by other Powers to take steps to bring about the Conference. 
In that Conference, as the Protocols show, step by step the neutral 
Powers—France, Russia, and Sweden—went in accordance with Eng¬ 
land. Nothing was done or proposed by England which was not 
previously agreed and concerted with those Powers—and then you 
say that England is degraded and lowered in the eyes of other 
nations, and that they have no confidence in her.^^. 


Let us examine what the Resolution is—I speak not of the first 
and second paragraphs, but of the last. The right honourable 
Gentleman in the last paragraph proposes that the House should 
affirm that the influence of England is lowered in the eyes of 
Europe, and that thereby the security for peace is diminished. 
That is supported by a great number of gentlemen, who maintain 
that we ought never to interfere in anything beyond our own 
shores. What, then, is the use of our influence if we are not to 
interfere, and how is the peace of Europe endangered by the loss of 
our influence, if that influence is to be confined to influence within 
these walls? The Resolution of the right honourable Gentleman 
is an admission that the doctrine of many of those who support it 
is unsound in the existing circumstances of the world, and that the 
great interests connecting a country like ours with every part of 
the world render it impossible for her to be passive or indifferent 
as to what is passing among other nations, and that circumstances 
requiring vigilant watching must sometime cause her to interfere 
in transactions in which we are not directly concerned. Then we 
are told that the balance of power is an exploded doctrine belonging 
to ancient times. Why, it is a doctrine founded on the nature of 
man. It means that it is to the interest of the community of nations 
that no one nation should acquire such a preponderance as to 
endanger the security of the rest; and it is for the advantage of all 
that the smaller Powers should be respected in their independence 


“ Some details of the Schleswig-Holstein problem are omitted. 
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and not swallowed up by their more powerful neighbours. That is 
the doctrine of the balance of power, and it is a doctrine worthy 
of being acted upon. We have done our best to rescue Denmark 
from the danger to which she was exposed, first by counselling her 
to put herself right when she was wrong, and next by endeavour¬ 
ing to induce her aggressors to refrain from continuing their aggres¬ 
sion; and by inducing the neutral Powers to join us in adopting 
the same course. And what said the right honourable Gentleman 
in his opening speech on this subject? He said that if England and 
France were agreed upon the same policy, war would be difficult; 
but that if England, France, and Russia were agreed, war would 
be impossible. Well, we tried to make war impossible. But France 
and Russia would not combine with us, and therefore war became 
possible, and took place. The right honourable Gentleman has 
therefore pronounced a panegyric upon our policy, and he ought to 
vote against his own Resolution. We adopted the best means of 
rendering war impossible, and the failure was not our fault."'^- 

^ The remaining portion of the speech treats of England’s position before 
the world and her internal progress. 
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D israeli and Gladstone are properly regarded as creators es¬ 
sentially of the nineteenth rather than as resultants of the 
eighteenth century. But Gladstone began his career among the 
most conservative surroundings and ideas, and Disraeli never 
hesitated to use the past as warrant for the pronouncement of a 
political faith. 

Benjamin Disraeli (1804-1881) was born of a Jewish family 
which had migrated in the person of his grandfather from Italy. 
Perhaps a more ancient history of the family, which Disraeli 
himself outlined, owes its origin to a use of poetic license. In 
any case, the father, Isaac, became a well-known literary figure, 
and Disraeli the Younger was, as he said, brought up in a 
library. The son, playing at first with the idea of following the 
legal profession, turned eventually toward literature and pro¬ 
duced, when he was less than twenty-three years of age, the 
showy, amusing, and successful novel, Vivian Grey. 

Disraeli, in a hurry to be an important if not a great man, 
seemingly was on the way to his goal but, failing to catch the 
temper of the times and miscalculating the nature of his own 
abilities, became rather, during the ensuing ten years, the butt 
of many an English untempered smile and occasionally of an 
outright guffaw. In the first place he was more or less a ridic¬ 
ulous representative of dandyism. There is evidence, notwith¬ 
standing his own later statements to the contrary, that he 
appeared at social functions overbrilliantly bedecked. One quo¬ 
tation in the form of a note by his friend, Meredith, will suffice 
as illustration: 

B.D. to dine with me. He came up Regent Street, when it was 
crowded, in his blue surtout, a pair of military light-blue trousers, 
black stockings with red stripes, and shoes. “The people,” he said, 
“quite made way for me as I passed. It was like the opening of the 
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Red Sea, which I now perfectly believe from experience. Even 
well-dressed people stopped to look at me.^^ ^ 

Able as he doubtless was in conversation at dinner parties he 
nevertheless was attempting a path to fame hardly well-enough 
beaten to appeal to English conservative tastes. 

In the second place his efforts in pure literature subsequent 
to the publication of Vivian Grey became more and more absurd, 
culminating in a story of a prince of the Captivity, entitled The 
Wondrous Tale of Ahoy (1833). As a clever and appreciative 
contemporary wrote: 

The Wondrous Tale of Ahoy brought the sins of Mr. Disraeli to 
their climax. That work was universally hailed as a damning evi¬ 
dence of literary lunacy. Wild, incongruous romance, and daring 
tamperings with history, might have been lost sight of in the bril¬ 
liancy and glare of Eastern coloring; but the infatuated attempts to 
reconstruct the English language—to make bad poetry do duty as 
rhythmical prose, till the writer seemed to be literally cantering 
through his work, raised an universal shout of derision. It was more 
than good John Bull, though apt enough to admire the unintel¬ 
ligible, could bear.2 

No wonder that Frazers Magazine of May 1833, in placing 
Disraeli in its ''Gallery of Literary Characters,^* had depicted him 
as a fashionable fop and copied his own medium of expression: 

O Reader dear! do pray look here, and you will spy the curly 
hair, and forehead fair, and nose so high, and gleaming eye, of 
Benjamin D1 s-ra-e-li, the wondrous boy who wrote Alroy in rhyme 
and prose, only to show how long ago victorious Judah's lion-banner 
rose. In an earlier day he wrote Vivian Grey—a. smart-enough story, 
we must say. 

He also was not above considering himself the poet of his 
epoch and published in 1834 a part of The Revolutionary Epic, 
promising, however, that in case his "efforts were not well 
received he was prepared to "hurl his Lyre to Limbo.** He kept 
his promise. The Revolutionary Epic is read nowadays for its 
dim references to ideas on Young England which later writings 

'GeofFrey G. Butler, The Tory Tradition (London: J. Murray, 1914), 
p. 65. 

* George Henry Francis, The Right Hon, Benjamin Disraeli (London, 
1852), p. 16. 
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made famous rather than for its still dimmer poetic inspiration. 

In the third place Disraeli’s early political activities led to the 
impression that he was unsafe and unsound. Leaving England 
after the publication of Vivian Grey he had traveled in Italy and 
Switzerland and later in Spain and in the Levant.^ His return 
corresponded in time with the agitation on Parliamentary reform, 
and Disraeli decided that political life held great possibilities for 
himself. His contests in 1832, 1834, and 1835, however, caused 
his would-be constituents to question the meaning of his political 
phrases, and his biographies to the present disagree as regards 
whether he ought to have been called Radical or Tory. One cer¬ 
tainty was apparent before long—that he was not a Whig. Later, 
breaking in a startling way with the Radicals, Joseph Hume and 
Daniel O’Connell, and finding the type of Conservative leader¬ 
ship in Peel which he apparently admired, he ran in the general 
election of 1837 as an out-and-out Tory and was elected member 
from Maidstone with Mr. Wyndham Lewis as colleague. In the 
meantime he had written some political pamphlets of which one. 
What Is He? (1833), probably had little meaning for his readers 
and of which another. Vindication of the British Constitution 
(1835),'* brought favorable comments from Peel and later much 
analysis from students interested in historical toryism. 

He entered Parliament, then, with a reputation which had 
changed little from the time, four years before, when Frasers, 
continuing its rhyming at him, had written: 

He lately stood for Wycombe, but there Colonel Grey did lick 
him, he being parcel Tory and parcel Radical—which is what in 
general mad we call; and the latest affair of his we chanced to see, is 
What is He?, a question which by this time, we have somewhat 
answered in this our pedestrian rhyme. 

Apparently he had no doubt about the possibility of his success 
in the House of Commons for already he had told Melbourne 
that he desired to be Prime Minister and he had written to his 
sister after hearing Macaulay’s best speech: ‘This entre nous, 
I was never more confident of anything than that I could carry 

•W. F. Monypenny, The Life of Benjamin Disraeli (New York; J. 
Murray, 1910-1920), Vol. I. 

* Vindication, What Is He?, and other early ^litical writings have been 
published by William Hutcheon under the title, Whigs and Whiggism 
(London: J. Murray, 1913). 
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everything before me in that House/' ® Alas, he had failed to dis¬ 
cover that the House of Commons had adapted itself to a man¬ 
ner of address to which it demanded a degree of conformity, and 
Disraeli in his first speech was howled down in such way that 
many an auditor must have doubted the truth of his last sen¬ 
tence: . the time will come when you will hear me/' 

But the next few years witnessed a remarkable development 
in the man. He won the attention of members of the House 
even when he became the exponent of the unusual attitude as 
in his famous Chartist speech (cf. page 198). He produced 
Coningshy (1844) and Sybil (1845), the two historical novels 
that not only combine contemporary political and social problems 
with romance and advertise a philosophy which implies that 
monarch with nobles and church represent the natural and best 
leadership for the 'peo'ple but also remain unsurpassed to the 
present as specimens of their particular type of literature. He 
led a small group of Young Englanders who espoused the ideas 
expressed in the novels and who acted independently of the 
Conservative party on occasion. He had in the meantime rid 
himself of pressing financial difficulties by marrying in 1839 
Mrs. Wyndham Lewis, twelve years his senior and widow of his 
former colleague. Their introduction had taken place at Bulwer- 
Lytton's^ home in 1832 when Disraeli had described her as *a 
pretty little woman, a flirt, and a rattle; indeed, gifted with a 
volubility I should think unequalled and of which I can convey 
no idea. She told me that she liked silent, melancholy men.' I 
observed that I had no doubt of it." She had interested herself 
almost immediately in his political career, and after marriage she 
not only made for him a comfortable and cheerful home but, in 
spite of an education woefully lacking in historical information, 
seems to have given useful advice concerning his treatment of 
individuals and problems alike. 

In the decade of the forties came the break with Peel. It may 
be that Disraeli had analyzed his position clearly enough in his 
own mind so that he realized the incompatibility existing be¬ 
tween his own creed and the middle-class policies of his titular 

“February 7, 1833; cf. Monypenny, The Life of Benjamin Disraeli, I, 
223. 

• Now best known perhaps as author of The Last Days of Pompeiu 
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leader. It is possible that he resented the omission of his name in 
the ministry formed by Peel. It is possible that he sincerely ad¬ 
judged Peel lacking in political morality when the latter led a 
Parliament elected on the principle of protection toward free 
trade. It is conceivable that he firmly adhered to protection as a 
policy necessary for the welfare of the nation. His speeches in 
1843 do take the question of protection out of the realm of 
mathematics and place it on the basis of political philosophy 
(“Explanation to Constituents of His Votes in Parliament/' page 
204). 

Whatever may have been the causes for the break, Disraeli's 
attacks were bitterly personal and at the same time so able as to 
arouse the Conservative party to revolt (cf. “Agricultural Interest 
—Sir Robert Peel," page 210). After Peel's fall the Conservatives 
were divided—the Peelites remaining independent for a time 
and eventually gravitating toward the Liberals and the Protec¬ 
tionists functioning nominally under the leadership of Lord 
George Bcntinck while Disraeli was grooming himself for the 
task of reviving the party. Disraeli showed political courage alike 
in his speech of 1847 in which amid the silence of his partisans 
he came out for the removal of Jewish disabilities'^ (cf. page 
212), in his acceptance of the office of Chancellor of the Ex¬ 
chequer in the Derby ministry of 1852, and in his assent to free 
trade as an accomplished fact. The rejection of his budget by 
the House which he led for his party caused an election un¬ 
favorable to the Conservatives. The Aberdeen coalition govern¬ 
ment was formed, and on its failure Derby, by refusing to form 
an administration, gave the opportunity to Palmerston that Dis¬ 
raeli so ardently desired. Palmerston dominated politics, except 
for the break in 1858-1859 when Disraeli again was leader of the 
House and Chancellor of the Exchequer under Derby, for the 
rest of his life and so cut into the authority of Conservative lead¬ 
ers that the Conservative party seemed willing to follow the el¬ 
der statesman who represented such moderate liberalism. Disraeli 
made many able speeches during the period: one, dealing with 
the subject of the gains to a country by a national church and 
the loss contingent upon disestablishment, is accounted by a 

’To this period belongs the publication of Tancred (1847), the theme of 
which deals with religion. 
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biographer ® as the best discussion on the subject with which he 
had met. 

Gladstone became the heir of Palmerston but failed with the 
question of Parliamentary reform in 1866. Opportunity therefore 
again came to Disraeli, who, under Derby, introduced and passed 
by skillful maneuvering the Reform Bill of 1867. For his atti¬ 
tude on the subject, see page 216. 

In the next year the goal was attained—Disraeli became Prime 
Minister upon the resignation of Derby. His bid for power 
through the enfranchisement of the working class in the bor¬ 
oughs brought no immediate results, and, turned out by the 
election of 1868, he spent a period of more than five years in 
opposition. But he did not allow the country to forget that he 
stood for ''the cause of the Tory party, the English Constitution, 
and of the British Empire,*^ nor did he fail to take advantage of 
Gladstone's growing unpopularity. For his skillful attack on the 
Liberals and also a defense of English institutions, see "Con¬ 
servative Principles" (page 222). 

On return to power in 1874 Disraeli's history becomes the 
history of his nationv His Tory democracy hardly produced as 
many essential measures for public welfare as might have been 
anticipated, but Gladstone had just made reforms a bit distaste¬ 
ful. And in affairs other than domestic he gave the nation as 
much drama as might be expected to come from the hero of 
Vivian Grey, Suez Canal shares were purchased (cf. Disraeli's 
defense, page 237), the Royal Titles Bill was passed,® and par¬ 
ticipation in the Balkan situation and the Berlin Congress saved 
Turkey from destruction, gave "peace with honor," and secured 
immediate popularity for himself that knew no bounds. 

Inclement weather, poor crops, financial failures, and ever-in¬ 
creasing competition with foreign products soon led to discon¬ 
tent, however, so that by the election date*of 1881 popular favor 
had turned to Gladstone. Five years before, Disraeli had gone 
to the House of Lords as the Earl of Beaconsfield.^® "The Liberal 

*T. E. Kebbel, Lortl Beaconspeld and Other Tory Memories (London: 
Cassell and Co., Ltd., 1907), p. 29. The speech was delivered on October 
30, 1862. 

• Cf. his speech on the subject in Hansard (CCXXVII, 1719-27). 

‘®The public seems to have preferred to use the name of the commoner. 
See, in Punch, *ln Memoriam,” April 30, 1881. 
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Policies” (page 245) comprises a speech dealing with foreign 
affairs that he gave three and a half months before his death. 

Perhaps it is not unjust to Disraeli to say that he believed that 
a political party could better utilize a faith rather than statistical 
information as the basis of its action. Details and exact data were 
less apt to bother him than Gladstone. His attitude toward 
protection in the forties has already been mentioned. There is 
doubt regarding whether he knew how far certain principles 
which he accepted as guidance in passing the Reform Bill of 
1867 would take him toward democracy. His lack of information 
on the subject of ritualism led to blunders on the Public Wor¬ 
ship Regulation Bill of 1874. The conclusion has therefore been 
occasionally vouchsafed that he was superficial—the exponent of 
flashy theories. On the other hand, generalizations that he ex¬ 
pressed have remained so potent that in the twentieth century 
leading statesmen have ascribed their policies both domestic and 
imperial to the genius of the remaker of Tory traditions. 

Regarding his oratory, he is known less for his flights of 
eloquence than for his wit and sarcasm. Apt to be somewhat 
monotonous as a speaker, he aroused his audience when he was 
making his “points.” And as a sympathetic biographer points 
out: "A brilliant repartee, a happy illustration, a choice metaphor, 
remain embedded in the popular memory, when longer and even 
higher flights of oratory are forgotten.” 

T. E. Kebbel, Selected Speeches (London, 1882), I, xi. 



1. Chartism 


Mr. Thomas Attwood, M.P. for 
Birmingham, moved on July 12, 
1839, that ^"the House do resolve 
itself into a Committee of the 
whole House, for the purpose of 
taking into consideration the peti¬ 


tion called the National Petition/* 
Disraeli spoke upon the conclusion 
of Lord John RusselVs speech (cf. 
Hansard, XLIX [3d Ser.], 246- 
52). For data on the Chartist 
Movement, see page 84. 


Mr. Disraeli entirely agreed with the noble Lord as to the fallacy 
he had pointed out, as pervading this petition—that political rights 
necessarily ensured social happiness. But although they did not 
approve of the remedy suggested by the Chartists, it did not follow 
they should not attempt to cure the disease complained of. He did 
not think they had, up to the present moment, clearly seen what the 
disease really was. He could not believe, that a movement which, if 
not national was yet most popular, could have been produced by 
those common means of sedition to which the noble Lord had re 
ferred. Unquestionably, there was more or less of a leaven of sedi¬ 
tion mixing itself up with all popular commotions; but he could not 
believe, that a petition signed by considerably upwards of 1,000,000 
of our fellow-subjects could have been brought about by those ordi¬ 
nary means which were always in existence and which, five, ten, or 
fifteen years ago, were equally powerful in themselves, without pro¬ 
ducing any equal results. 

It has been supposed, that the basis of this movement was strictly 
economical. He had great doubts of that, because he found, that 
where there were economical causes for national movements they 
led to tumult, but seldom to organization. He admitted also, on the 
other hand, that this movement was not occasioned by any desire of 
political rights. Political rights had so much of an abstract character, 
their consequences acted so slightly on the multitude, that he did 
not believe they could ever be the origin of any great popular move 
ment. But there was something between an economical and a politi 
cal cause, which might be the spring of this great movement, as the 
noble Lord must himself admit it to be. It might be mistaken, but all 
must confess, that it was considerable. The real cause of this, as all 
real popular movements, not stimulated by the aristocracy, and 
which, if not permanent, were still of material importance, was an 

“ An old spelling. The use of the third person for this report may prop¬ 
erly lead to the observation that Disraeli wrote on July 2, 1876: “The 
Parliamentary re^rters, who are mere machines, never discovered till too 
late that a consioerable Parliamentary event was occurring.” 
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apprehension on the part of the people, that their civil rights were in¬ 
vaded. Civil rights partook in some degree of an economical, and in 
some degree certainly of a political character. They conduced to the 
comfort, the security, and the happiness of the subject, and at the 
same time were invested with a degree of sentiment, which mere 
economical considerations did not involve. Now, he maintained, 
that the civil rights of the people of England had been invaded. 
There had been, undoubtedly, perhaps with no evil intention, per¬ 
haps from a foolish desire of following a false philosophy, and 
applying a system of government not suited to the character of this 
country, and borrowed from the experience of another—there had 
been, from whatever motive, an invasion of the civil rights of the 
English people of late years; and he believed the real cause of this 
movement was a sentiment on the part of the people of England, 
that their civil rights had been invaded. That sentiment had doubt¬ 
less been taken advantage of by trading agitators, but it was par¬ 
ticipated by much more than agitators, and that discontented 
minority which must ever exist in all countries. 

He was not one of those who ascribed the people's Charter, as it 
was called, to the New Poor Law; but, at the same time, he be¬ 
lieved there was an intimate connexion between the two. He 
ascribed the Charter and the New Poor Law to the same origin to 
which they owed many evils they now experienced, and many more 
with which they were menaced, the consequences of which, if he 
were not much mistaken, might yet be severely felt by persons 
superior to those who had signed this petition. The origin of this 
movement in favour of the Charter dated about the same time they 
had passed their Reform Bill. He was not going to entrap the 
House into any discussion on the merits of the constitution they 
had destroyed, and that which had replaced it. He had always said, 
that he believed its character was not understood by those who 
assailed it, and perhaps not fully by those who defended it. All 
would admit this—the old constitution had an intelligible principle, 
which the present had not. The former invested a small portion of 
the nation with political rights. Those rights were intrusted to that 
small class on certain conditions—that they should guard the civil 
rights of the great multitude. It was not even left to them as a 
matter of honour; society was so constituted, that they were in¬ 
trusted with duties which they were obliged to fulfill. They had 
transferred a great part of that political power to a new class, whom 
they had not invested with those great public duties. Great duties 

It is interesting to compare Disraeli's statement with the thesis in Mark 
Hovell, The Chartist Movement (Manchester: University Press, 1918). 
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could alone confer great station, and the new class which had been 
invested with political station had not been bound up with the great 
mass of the people by the exercise of social duties. For instance, the 
administration of justice, the regulation of parishes, the building of 
roads and bridges, the command of the militia and police, the em¬ 
ployment of labour, the distribution of relief to the destitute—these 
were great duties which, ordinarily, had been confined to that body 
in the nation which enjoyed and exercised political power. 

But now they had a class which had attained that great object 
which all the opulent desired—political power without the condi¬ 
tions annexed to its possession, and without fulfilling the duties 
which it should impose. What was the consequence? Those who 
thus possessed power without discharging its conditions and duties 
were naturally anxious to put themselves to the least possible ex¬ 
pense and trouble. Having gained that object, for which others 
were content to sacrifice trouble and expense, they were anxious to 
keep it without any appeal to their pocket, and without any cost of 
their time. To gain their objects, they raised the cry of cheap gov¬ 
ernment—that served the first: to attain the second, they called for 
the constant interference of the Government. But he contended, 
they could not have a cheap and centralized Government, and main¬ 
tain at the same time the civil rights of the people of England. He 
believed this was the real cause of the Charter; a large body of the 
people found out that their civil rights had been invaded. They had 
invaded their civil rights. The New Poor Law Act was an invasion 
of their civil rights. They could not deny, that they had based that 
New Poor Law upon a principle that outraged the whole social 
duties of the State—the mainstay, the living source of the robustness 
of the commonwealth. They taught the destitute not to look for 
relief to those who were their neighbours, but to a distant Govern¬ 
ment stipendiary. They taught the unfortunate labourer, that he 
had no legal claim to relief—that the relief he should receive must 
be an affair of charity; and he believed, that the discontent such 
alterations had occasioned was really the vis inertiae of which the 
active sedition of the country had availed itself—this movement for 
the Charter. 

He knew it would be said, that Gentlemen on that (the Opposi¬ 
tion) side of the House, were answerable for the New Poor Law as 
well as others. He admitted it; but the people of the country did not 
visit its enactment with the same acrimony upon those who assisted 
as upon those who originated it; and for this reason, they could not 
forget that they assisted the party opposite to obtain power, and the 
feeling of disappointment, the vindictive sentiment was excited only 
by the Government and its supporters, not those who were op- 
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posed to them, although joining in passing that bill. He thought 
their consenting to such a bill was a very great blunder. The fact 
was, when the Tory party, shattered, and apparently destroyed, rose 
from the stupor in which they found themselves, they began to 
think they should have a slice of the cake and fruits of reform—that 
they should have some of the advantages of the cheap government 
system—and he believed they would yet rue the day they did so, for 
they had acted contrary to principle—the principle of opposing every¬ 
thing like central government, and favouring in every possible de¬ 
gree the distribution of power. 

He admitted, that the prayer of the National Petition involved 
the great fallacy of supposing that social evils would be cured by 
political rights; but the fallacy was not confined to these poor 
Chartists. He had never passed an evening in that House that he 
did not hear some honourable Gentlemen say, that the people were 
starving, and that the only remedy was household suffrage. Was 
that proposition less absurd than the prayer of this petition which 
had been so severely criticized by the noble Lord? The petitioners 
demanded annual Parliaments; but whether a man called for annual 
or triennial Parliaments, undoubtedly the change applied for was 
great in either case, and he did not think the noble Lord was 
justified in speaking in terms of derision. At least, it was futile to 
attempt drawing the line between the requirements of the petition 
and the suggestions of some of his own supporters. The fact, how¬ 
ever, was, although the opinions of some of the supporters of the 
noble Lord’s Government might be somewhat in advance of his 
own, they were still supposed to be perfectly compatible with the 
exercise of political powers by that class he had created, by whose 
influence he had obtained place, and with whose assistance he still 
hoped to retain power. But if the noble Lord supposed, that in this 
country he could establish a permanent Government on what was 
styled nowadays, a monarchy of the middle classes, he would be 
indulging a great delusion, which, if persisted in, must shake our 
institutions and endanger the Throne. He believed, such a system 
was actually foreign to the character of the people of England. He 
believed, that in this country, the exercise of political power must 
be associated with great public duties. The English nation would 
concede any degree of political power to a class making simultaneous 
advances in the exercise of the great social duties. That was the 
true principle to adhere to; in proportion as they departed from it, 
they were wrong; as they kept by it, they would approximate to 
that happy state of things which had been described as so desirable 
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by the honourable Member for Birmingham. The noble Lord had 
answered the speech of the honourable Member for Birmingham, 
but he had not answered the Chartists. The honourable Member 
for Birmingham had made a very dexterous speech, a skillful evolu¬ 
tion in favour of the middle classes. But although he had attempted 
to dovetail the Charter on the Birmingham Union, all that had 
recently taken place on the appearance of the Chartists before the 
leaders of the union newly-created magistrates, and the speeches by 
members of the Convention within the last few days, led to a very 
different conclusion. There he found the greatest hostility to the 
middle classes. They complained only of the government by the 
middle classes. They made no attack on the aristocracy—none on 
the Corn laws—but upon the newly-enfranchised constituency, not 
on the old—upon that peculiar constituency which was the basis of 
the noble Lord s Government. He was aware this subject was dis¬ 
tasteful to both of the parties in that House. He regretted it. 

He was not ashamed to say, however much he disapproved of 
the Charter, he sympathised with the Chartists. They formed a 
great body of his countrymen; nobody could doubt they laboured 
under great grievances, and it would indeed have been a matter of 
surprise and little to the credit of that House, if Parliament had 
been prorogued without any notice being taken of what must always 
be considered a very remarkable social movement. They had now 
sat five months; their time had not been particularly well occupied, 
and he would just call to the attention of the House some of the 
circumstances which had occurred with reference to this subject. 
Early in the Session they had heard of lords-lieutenant of counties, 
noblemen and gentlemen of great influence, leaving the metropolis, 
travelling by railroads, putting themselves at the head of the yeo¬ 
manry, capturing and relieving towns, and returning just in time 
to vote on some important division; and certainly he should have 
expected that some notice, at least, would have been taken of the 
occurrence by the noble Lord, the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department,^® A short time afterwards, the petition called the 
^'National Petition,^' was brought forward by^he honourable Gentle¬ 
man. He called it the National Petition by courtesy. The noble 
Lord had been critical upon it—he said, it was not national; the 
noble Lord also said, he was at the head of the reform Government, 
which some ventured to think was not a reform Government. They 
should take titles as they found them; but it had a very good title 
to be called ' nationaF' when it was signed by a large portion of the 
nation. By a sort of chilling courtesy, the honourable Member was 
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allowed to state the contents of the petition, but the noble Lord 
said nothing-he gave no sign, and it was only by an accident, he 
believed, they had been favoured with his remarks that evening- 
remarks which showed great confidence in the state of the country, 
in the temper and virtue of the labouring classes-great confidence 
in himself and in his Government. He hoped the noble Lord had 
good and efficient reasons for the tone of confidence which he had 
assumed, and the air, he would not say of contumely, but of cap¬ 
tiousness with which he had met this motion. The observations of 
the noble Lord would go forth to the world, and if the inference 
he drew from them were wrong, prompt justice would, no doubt, 
be done him. The noble Lord might despise the Chartists; he might 
despise 1,280,000 of his fellow-subjects because they were discon¬ 
tented; but if he were a Minister of the Crown, he should not so 
treat them, even if he thought them unreasonable. The noble Lord 
had his colonies in a condition so satisfactory—the war in the East 
seemed drawing to a close-his monetary system was in so healthy a 
state-that he could afford to treat with such nonchalance a social 
insurrection at his very threshold. Perhaps it was in vain to expect, 
whatever might be the state of the country, much attention from 
her Majesty’s Government. 1 heir time was so absorbed, so monopo¬ 
lized, in trying to make Peers, and promising to make Baronets, 
that but little time could now be given by them to such a subject 
as this; but probably in the recess, when cabinet councils would be 
held more frequently, they would give it some consideration. He 
believed that if they did not, and that if they treated it as a mere 
temporary ebullition, which was rather the result of a plethoric vein 
than of any other cause, they would be grievously mistaken; for the 
seeds were sown, which would grow up to the trouble and dis¬ 
honour of the realm. He was convinced that if they persisted in 
their present system of cheap and centralized government, they 
would endanger not only the national character but also the national 
throne. 



2 . Explanation to Constituents of His Votes 
in Parliament 

In the early fart of his speech self, he would not pledge himself 

Ccf, KehheVs Selected Speeches “to miserable questions of 6d. in 

[London, 1882]), Disraeli de- 7s, 6d. or 8s. of duties about corn”; 
fended Sir Robert Peel against the what he wished to secure was ”the 
attacks of the extreme protection- preponderance of the landed inter- 
ists who did not like the govern- est” 
mental policies of 1842. For him- He continued: 

Gentlemen, we hear a great deal in the present day upon the subject 
of the feudal system. I have heard from the lips of Mr. Cobden— 
no, I have not heard him say it, as I was not present to hear the 
celebrated speech he made in Drury Lane Theatre—but we have all 
heard how Mr. Cobden, who is a very eminent person, has said, 
in a very memorable speech, that England was the victim of the 
feudal system, and we have all heard how he has spoken of the bar¬ 
barism of the feudal system, and of the barbarous relics of the 
feudal system. Now, if we have any relics of the feudal system, I 
regret that not more of it is remaining. Think one moment—and it 
is well you should be reminded of what this is, because there is no 
phrase more glibly used in the present day than “the barbarism of 
the feudal system," Now, what is the fundamental principle of the 
feudal system, gentlemen? It is that the tenure of all property shall 
be the performance of its duties. Why, when the Conqueror carved 
out parts of the land, and introduced the feudal system, he said to 
the recipient, “You shall have that estate, but you shall do some¬ 
thing for it; you shall feed the poor; you shall endow the Church; 
you shall defend the land in case of war; and you shall execute 
justice and maintain truth to the poor for nothing." 

It is all very well to talk of the barbarities of the feudal system, 
and to tell us that in those days when it flourished a great variety 
of gross and grotesque circumstances and great miseries occurred 
but these were not the result of the feudal system; they were the 
result of the barbarism of the age. They existed not from the feudal 
system, but in spite of the feudal system. The principle of the 
feudal system, the principle which was practically operated upon, 
was the noblest principle, the grandest, the most magnificent and 
benevolent that was ever conceived by sage, or ever practised by 
patriot. Why, when I hear a political economist, or an Anti-Corn- 
Law Leaguer, or some conceited Liberal reviewer come forward and 
tell us, as a grand discovery of modern science, twitting and taunt¬ 
ing, perhaps, some unhappy squire who cannot respond to the 
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alleged discovery~when I hear them say, as the great discovery of 
modern science, that '‘Property has its duties as well as its rights,” 
my answer is that that is but a feeble plagiarism of the very prin¬ 
ciple of that feudal system which you are always reviling. Let me 
next tell those gentlemen who are so fond of telling us that property 
has its duties as well as its rights, that labour also has rights as well 
as its duties; and when I see masses of property raised in this 
country which do not recognize that principle; when I find men 
making fortunes by a method which permits them (very often in a 
very few years) to purchase the lands of the old territorial aris¬ 
tocracy of the country, I cannot help remembering that those mil¬ 
lions are accumulated by a mode which does not recognize it as a 
duty “to endow the Church, to feed the poor, to guard the land, and 
to execute justice for nothing.” And I cannot help asking myself, 
when I hear of all this misery, and of all this suffering; when I 
know that evidence exists in our Parliament of a state of demoralisa¬ 
tion in the once happy population of this land, which is not equalled 
in the most barbarous countries, which we suppose the more rude 
and uncivilised in Asia are—I cannot help suspecting that this has 
arisen because property has been permitted to be created and held 
without the performance of its duties. 

Now, I want to ask the gentlemen who are members of the Anti- 
Corn-Law League, the gentlemen who are pressing on the Govern¬ 
ment of the country, on the present occasion, the total repeal and 
abolition of the Corn Laws—I want to know whether they have 
soberly considered how far they are personally responsible for this 
degraded state of our population. And I want them to consider this 
most important point, which has never yet been properly brought 
before any deliberative assembly—how far the present law of suc¬ 
cession and inheritance in land will survive—if that falls—if we 
recur to the Continental system of parcelling out landed estates—I 
want to know how long you can maintain the political system of 
the country? The estate of the Church which I mentioned; that 
estate of the poor to which I made allusion; those traditionary 
manners and associations which spring out of the land, which form 
the national character, which form part of the possession of the poor 
not to be despised, and which is one of the most important elements 
of political power—they will tell you “Let it go.” My answer to 
that is, “If it goes, it is a revolution, a great, a destructive revolu¬ 
tion.” For these reasons, gentlemen, I believe in that respect, faith¬ 
fully representing your sentiments, that I have always upheld that 
law which, I think, will uphold and maintain the preponderance 
of the agricultural interests of the country. I do not wish to conceal 
the ground upon which I wish to uphold it. I never attempted to 
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uphold it by talking of the peculiar burthens, which, however, 1 
believe, may be legitimately proved, or indulging in many of those 
arguments in favour of the Corn Laws which may or may not be 
sound, but which are always brought forward with a sort of hesitat¬ 
ing consciousness which may be assumed to be connected with 
futility. I take the only broad and only safe line—namely, that what 
we ought to uphold is, the preponderance of the landed interest; 
that the preponderance of the landed interest has made England; 
that it is an immense element of political power and stability; that 
we should never have been able to undertake the great war in 
which we embarked in the memory of many present—that we could 
never have been able to conquer the greatest military genius the 
world ever saw, with the greatest means at his disposal, and to hurl 
him from his throne, if we had not had a territorial aristocracy to 
give stability to our constitution. 

And I mean to say this, that if we had not done that, if we had 
not had that territorial power, and that preponderance of the land- 
owner in our constitution, I do not see why Great Britain, probably 
very contented and very prosperous, should have been a greater 
power than Denmark or Sweden; but I for one am not prepared 
to sit under the power of a third-class if I can be a citizen of a first- 
class Empire. And I do not believe that any man who listens to me 
can differ with me upon that point. It is enough that you were 
bom in Shropshire, that you are a portion of that ancient county, 
that you were bom in a county full of historical recollections, a 
county that has taken the lead of all others in public affairs, a 
county where, as Lord Clarendon says, ^‘the Cavaliers blood lives.'' 
It is enough that you have undergone great vicissitudes; it is enough 
that you have lived under various dynasties; it is enough that you 
have sprung from a race that has done something; it is enough that 
you can talk of your ancestors as of a people that can be remem¬ 
bered—it is enough to know all this in order to feel that you do 
not want to be put in the catalogue of new States which may here¬ 
after turn out something or may not—in fact, to feel that you do 
not want to be turned into a sort of a spinning-jenny machine kind 
of a nation. You wapt, in fact, to be a grt^at people, because you 
are a great people, and because you feel that the exertions of your 
fathers and your own aspirations entitle you to that position: and it 
seems to be a reasonable ambition. 

Before I sit down I do not wish to close without an observation 
on those who are always finding fault with the humbler classes of 
the community—who at the same time charitably say they are not 
responsible for their deterioration. I confess that, as far as I can 
form an opinion, the deterioration of society is not to be found only 
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among the labourers of the country. It is not in the squalid dwell¬ 
ings; it is not in the miserable details of sickening poverty, that this 
deterioration may be found; but, in my opinion, that heroic nobility 
which formed this country, and that spirited gentry which has so 
often come forward to vindicate our rights or to defend our liberties, 
and which have also been the main source of our commercial great¬ 
ness—for it is the nobility and gentry of the land who have founded 
our greatest colonies—in my opinion the present race is deficient in 
those qualities. There are, however, great exceptions to be made, 
even in the higher classes of the country; but there is a miserable 
philosophy of the day which ascribes everything to “the spirit of the 
age’—that thinks nothing is to be done by the influence of individual 
character, which is, after all, the only inducement to great actions, 
the only spur to great achievements. That opinion is much too 
prevalent; and there is no question that it is not merely among the 
lower classes that we find a lack of those great qualities which 
hitherto have always been associated with the noble, national char¬ 
acter of England. 

I told you when I saw you first that I should maintain, so far as 
my vote could maintain, the preponderance of the landed interest. 
I am of that opinion still. I believe the landed interest should be 
the basis of our political and social system. But if there be others 
who are of a different opinion, if it be—which I do not believe— 
that there are those of a different opinion in high places, and that 
these alterations may be brought forward, and perhaps even passed, 
do not let us for a moment disguise from ourselves the influence 
which such an event must have, I will not say upon the political 
power, or social condition, or financial prosperity of the country, for 
these are great themes, but upon the more limited but most inter¬ 
esting topic of the construction of parties. Rest assured, if these 
changes are brought forward, whoever may be the person to pro¬ 
pose them, that we are on the eve of an age of great party convul¬ 
sion—that we are on the eve of an age when we shall see no more 
permanent Governments, no more strong Governments, no more ad 
ministrations carrying out from long and patient experience and 
conviction the remedies of the faults of their predecessors. Then 
let me tell you that, in that time, they who look for benefit from 
the hands of public men, or look to the favour of Courts, or the 
confidence of ministers, will build upon a rock of sand. No public 
man at that time will be in a position in which he can pursue his 
career who has not the power to cast his anchor deep in the rock 
of some great constitutional constituency. As for myself, if that 
happens, I shall come to you and tell you, “I am here; we are 
beaten; but I have done my duty. Remember what I told you 
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when we met in the Music Hall at Shrewsbury in 1843; I told 
you what might happen; I told you I did not believe it would 
occur, but if it did occur I was prepared to act; I told you then 
that I had elected to support that cause which I believe upholds 
the power and prosperity of my country, and the social happiness 
of all classes. Others have thought differently; the majority, perhaps 
the enlightened majority, animated by that 'spirit of the age' which 
hitherto we have seen, have thought differently, and have had the 
power to act differently." 

But I have still some confidence in the national character of 
Englishmen. I know well that before this, the country has experi¬ 
enced great vicissitudes. I know well that we had in England more 
revolutions, and upon a greater scale, than in any other country 
in the world. It is utterly impossible, indeed, for the French 
Revolution, or any other, to embrace more comprehensive objects. 
You have had the majesty of England brought to the block; you 
have had the Church, personified by Archbishop Laud, brought 
to the block; you have had the administration, in the person of 
Strafford, brought to the block—the king, the minister, and the 
archbishop. You have had the House of Lords voted a nuisance. 
You have had the House of Commons kicked out in an ignominious 
manner by a military officer. You have had the Church completely 
sequestrated. All this has happened in England. But before a 
quarter of a century passed over, you returned to your old laws, 
your old habits, your old traditions, your old convictions. In 1648 
Oliver Cromwell slept at Whitehall; in 1688 Charles II fol¬ 
lowed his example. And shall I tell you the reason why, after 
circumstances so wonderful, though no historian has noticed it; 
though you saw every trace of the social system uprooted by the 
most prejudicial, grasping, and subtle enemies that were ever 
invented; though the vessel became a wreck, and the king, the 
Church, and the constitution were swept away, the nation returned 
to itself? Shall I tell you how it was that the nation returned to 
itself, and Old England, after the deluge, was seen rising above 
the waters? This was the reason—because^during all that fearful 
revolution you never changed the tenure of your landed property. 
That, I think, gentlemen, proves my case; and if we have baffled 
a wit like Oliver Cromwell, let us not be staggered even before 
Mr. Cobden. The acres remained; the estates remained. The 
generations changed: the Puritan father died, and the Cavalier 
son came into his place, and, backed by that power and influence, 


Manifestly a misstatement. 



DISRAELI 


209 


the nation reverted to the ancient principles of the realm. And 
this, gentlemen, is the reason why you have seen an outcry raised 
against your Corn Laws. Your Corn Laws are merely the out¬ 
work of a great system fixed and established upon your territorial 
property, and the only object the Leaguers have in making them¬ 
selves masters of the outwork is that they may easily overcome 
the citadel. 



3 . Agricultural Interest—Sir Robert Peel 

Disraeli, making use of a motion (LXXVIII [3d Ser.], 1022-28 

before the House ''to take into con- [March 17, 1845]), is given. It is 

sideration in the distribution of the inserted to show not only the un¬ 
surplus revenue the claims of the willingness of Disraeli to change 

agricultural interest," delivered a opinions along with Peel on the 

philippic against Sir Robert Peel, question of protection but also his 

Only the last section of the speech, remarkable faculty in employing 

which can be found in Hansard biting sarcasm. 

There is no doubt a difference in the right honourable gentleman's 
demeanour as leader of the Opposition and as minister of the 
Crown. But that’s the old story; you must not contrast too strongly 
the hours of courtship with the years of possession. ’Tis very true 
that the right honourable gentleman’s conduct is different. I re¬ 
member him, making his protection speeches. They were the best 
speeches I ever heard. It was a great thing to hear the right honour¬ 
able gentleman say, '1 would rather be the leader of the gentlemen 
of England than possess the confidence of sovereigns.'' That was 
a grand thing. We don't hear much of '‘the gentlemen of Eng¬ 
land" now. But what of that? They have the pleasures of memory— 
the charms of reminiscences. They were his first love, and though 
he may not kneel to them now as in the hour of passion, still they 
can recall the past; and nothing is more useless or unwise than 
these scenes of crimination and reproach, for we know that in 
all these cases, when the beloved object has ceased to charm, it 
is in vain to appeal to the feelings. You know that this is true. 
Every man almost has gone through it. My honourable friends 
reproach the right honourable gentleman. The right honourable 
gentleman does what he can to quiet them; he sometimes takes 
refuge in arrogant silence, and sometimes he treats them with 
haughty frigidity; and if they knew anything of human nature 
they would take the hint and shut their mouths. But they won’t. 
And what then happens? What happens under all such circum¬ 
stances? The right honourable gentlemafi, being compelled to 
interfere, sends down his valet, who says in the genteelest man¬ 
ner, "We can have no whining here." And that. Sir, is exactly 
the case of the great agricultural interest—that beauty which every¬ 
body wooed, and one deluded. There is a fatality in such charms, 
and we now seem to approach the same condition that Protestant¬ 
ism was in 1828. The country will draw its moral. For my part 
if we are to have free trade, I, who honour genius, prefer that 
such measures should be proposed by the honourable member for 
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Stockport; than by one who, through skilful Parliamentary 
manoeuvres, has tampered with the generous confidence of a great 
people and of a great party. For myself, I care not what may be 
the result. Dissolve, if you please, the Parliament you have be¬ 
trayed, and appeal to the people, who, I believe, mistrust you. 
For me there remains this at least—the opportunity of expressing 
thus publicly my belief that a Conservative Government is an 
Organised Hypocrisy. 

” Richard Cobden. 



4 . Disahilities of the Jews 


This speech can he found in 
Hansard (XCV [3d SerJ, J321- 
30 [December 16, 1847]), It was 
given in support of Lord John 
RusselVs motion, **That the House 
will resolve itself into a Committee 
on the removal of the civil and po¬ 
litical Disahilities affecting Her 
Majesty*s Jewish Subjects/* Re¬ 
strictions of 1828 were connected 
with the words, **true faith of a 
Christian/* in a required oath. The 
Commons had passed more than 


once during the decade of the thir¬ 
ties a hill necessary for removing 
the disahilities that kept Jews out 
of Parliament. The Lords rejected 
the measures. In 1847 the city 
elected both Lord John Russell and 
Baron Rothschild to the Commons. 
This situation was fitted for Lord 
Johns reforming zeal. Disraeli, the 
heir of Jewish traditions and a mem¬ 
ber of the Anglican Church since 
boyhood’s day, was naturally in po¬ 
sition to offer interesting comments. 


What are the circumstances of the case? It affects those subjects 
of the Queen who profess the Jewish religion. They are not many 
in point of number—they are a people who do not hold monster 
meetings; they do not form themselves into societies to act against 
the law; but they are a people who come and make an appeal 
to this House, and who ask the House whether it be prepared— 
as I hope it will be prepared—to admit that appeal; and among 
other reasons on account of the religious associations connected 
with the subject, I agree with the noble Lord the Member for 
Bath (Lord Ashley) in considering this a religious question. 

For who are these persons professing the Jewish religion? They 
are persons who acknowledge the same God as the Christian people 
of this realm. They acknowledge the same divine revelation as 
yourselves. They arc, humanly speaking, the authors of your 
religion. They are unquestionably those to whom you are indebted 
for no inconsiderable portion of your known religion, and for 
the whole of your divine knowledge. 

Well, then, Sir, there is a prima facie reason to suppose—looking 
at the question upon the surface with regards to its religious associa¬ 
tions—that the representatives of a Christian community should 
not look with disfavour at such an appeal made by such persons. 
['*Oh, Oh!'^] Some Gentleman whom I do not know, and whom 
I cannot see, appears to express dissent. He probably is one of 
those who look with disfavour upon the appeal made by the Jewish 
people; but he appears to me to represent upon the present occasion 

“ The omitted paragraphs deal with the principle of religious liberty. 
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a small minority; because I observed that many persons who have 
spoken against the proposition of the noble Lord (Lord J. Russell) 
have admitted the extraordinary claims of those who profess the 
Jewish religion to participate in the rights and privileges of a 
Christian society, and they have felt unable to get over that dif¬ 
ficulty. The noble Lord the Member for Bath was a signal example 
of that position. I had the misfortune not to hear a portion of 
that which I will call the noble speech of the noble Lord the 
Member for Bath. But I had the gratification of listening to the 
last and much the larger portion of his address; and if I had not 
known anything about this House, I might have supposed him 
to be some person rising with the inspiration of his subject, and 
speaking with great authority, so irresistible was the noble Lord s 
argument and so rich his illustrations, had he not ended by oppos¬ 
ing the Motion, and acknowledging more than once that he felt 
a great difficulty in assigning a distinct reason for that opposition. 

The Minister, when he introduced this question to-night, felt 
it necessary to glance with some obscurity to the only tangible 
reason which could influence them and other Governments in 
opposing the admission into Parliament of persons holding the 
Jewish religion. This reason was only partly adverted to by the 
Minister; but the noble Lord the Member for Bath, with the earnest¬ 
ness of his heart in the subject, told us that the real cause of 
the prejudice against the Jews is, that they are looked upon by 
the people of this country—by portions of them at least—as having 
incurred a penal retribution for the crucifixion of our Lord. The 
noble Lord (Lord Ashley) placed that question before the House; 
and it is only because he did so that I allude to the subject. But 
the strange feature in the case is, that the noble Lord stated at 
the same moment, that he gave no credit to that proposition; and 
that he could not bring his mind to believe that the existing Jewish 
population in this or any country were, in consequence of that 
mysterious and most important event in the annals of the world, 
liable to any such punishment. It is well known that long before 
that momentous event, the Jewish people had been dispersed 
through many lands, and that the Jews of this and other European 
countries may have sprung from those who had left Palestine 
long before that event. The noble Lord said, then, there was no 
ground for entertaining that belief. But if that is not the cause of 
the opposition to the present Motion—and that is the cause out 
of doors—what is the definite ground which you bring forward 
in opposition to the Jewish claims? I leave the question of religious 
freedom to work its own way; and I will not advert to that portion 
of the subject which the noble Lord opposite (Lord J. Russell) 
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has touched with the ability of a master. But I look to the opposi¬ 
tion of Gentlemen on this side of the House who object to this 
Motion on the ground of religious truth; and I say that it is on 
that ground, as well as on the ground of religious freedom, that 
I feel bound to give my vote for the proposition of the Minister— 
for if faith is valued as a sanction of conduct, with what consistency 
can a Christian people say that those to whom they are indebted 
for the doctrines of their faith—who profess the religion which 
every Gentleman in this House professes—for every Gentleman 
here does profess the Jewish religion, and believes in Moses and 
the Prophets? [“Oh!"’] I find that there are Gentlemen who, 
it seems, do not believe in Moses and the Prophets, and that gives 
some strength to the observation made tonight about Gibbon and 
Hume.^® But until I heard this scoff, I thought this was a position 
in the argument which might be regarded as established, and which 
was too clear to need refutation. Well, then I say that if religion 
is a security for righteous conduct, you have that security in the 
instance of the Jews who profess a true religion. It may not be in 
your more comprehensive form. I do not say it is the true religion; 
but although they do not profess all that we profess, all that they 
do profess is true. 

You must admit, then, that in men who are subject to the 
Divine revelations that you acknowledge—whose morals are founded 
on the sacred oracles to which we all bow—that as far as religion 
can be a security for their conduct—for their public morality and 
justice—you have in the religion of the Jews the best sanction 
in the world except that of our own Christianity. You will hardly 
say that the religion of the Jews is not a security for their moral 
conduct; but then you will say, that if you admit the Jews into 
this House on the principle advocated by the noble Lord, you 
will re-christianise the country, and the professors of other religions, 
not like the Jews, and which have not so great an affinity to that 
which we profess, may enter into the House. But the best evidence 
in the face of Europe of our Christian sincerity is, that we admit 
the Jews to the highest privileges of citizenship and to the highest 
offices of the State, without so admitting the professors of other 
religions. The very reason for admitting the Jews is because they can 
show so near an affinity to you. Where is your Christianity, if you 

^Sir R. H. Inglis acknowledged that Christian oaths had not excluded 
from oflBce Gibbon and Hume. Gibbon, for a short time a Roman Catholic 
before becoming a Protestant again, is well known for his use of irony in 
chapters of The Decline and Fan which deal with the growth of the Christian 
church, and Hume is likewise well known for a doctrine of skepticism. 
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do not believe in their Judaism? Do not mix up, then, the con¬ 
sideration of a question which is so intimately allied to your own 
faith, with the different considerations that would apply to the 
Pagan and the Mahomedan. I am prepared to lay down the broad¬ 
est principles as to the importance of maintaining a Christian 
character in this House and in this country; and yet it is on this 
very ground you will found and find the best argument for the 
admission of the Jews.^^ 

*®The remaining portion of the speech treats of Jewish-Christian relation¬ 
ships. At the end of it a restless House uttered calls of ‘‘Divider 



5 . The Reform Bill of 1867 


The complete speech on the 
third reading of the Reform Bill of 
1867 may be found in Hansard 
(CLXXXVlll [3d SerJ, 1599-1614 
[July 15, 1867]). The first part of 
the speech traces the history of the 
attempts for Parliamentary reform 
since 1852 and tries to vindicate 
the hill before the House, espe¬ 
cially against the attacks of Lord 
Cranborne, later Lord Salisbury, 
and Robert Lowe, who, with the 
help of forty or more followers of 
Whig leanings plus the voting 
power of the Conservative opposi¬ 
tion, had brought defeat to Glad¬ 
stones hill of 1866. Lowe bitterly 
asserted that the principle of this 
bill was the principle of numbers 


as against wealth and intellect. 
England of necessity must turn her 
attention, therefore, to the educa¬ 
tion of the masses. Cranborne, a 
Conservative seceder from the Cab¬ 
inet, declared that Disraeli had 
yielded to the demands of his 
political opponents: *lf it be a 
Conservative triumph to have in¬ 
troduced a Bill gmrded with pre¬ 
cautions and securities, and to have 
abandoned every one of those pre¬ 
cautions and securities at the bid¬ 
ding of your opponents, then in 
the whole course of your annals 1 
will venture to say the Conserva¬ 
tive Party has won no triumph so 
signal as this."* Disraelis defense 
follows. 


And, Sir, I think it cannot be said that this was a measure which 
bristled with securities and precautions that have been given up at 
the bidding of our opponents. That a great many of them have 
been given up I shall not deny; but they have been given up not 
always or in the greatest degree at the bidding of our opponents, 
and some of them have been given up to the general feeling of 
the House.^^ 

Now, Sir, the noble lord says that by yielding to these ten 
same conditions, I have virtually altered the whole character of the 
Bill, Now, is that true? Is the whole character of the Bill altered? 
I contend on the contrary, that the Bill, though adapted of course 
to the requirements of the year in which we are legislating, is at 
the same time in harmony with the general policy which we have 


“It is true that Disraeli yielded to amendmftits on many points: a resi¬ 
dence requirement which came to be twelve months instead of two years, 
inclusion of a lodger franchise, elimination of a dual-vote proposition, a lower 
occupation franchise in the counties, etc., hut he did not yield to Gladstone's 
demand for a £5 rating franchise; rather he insisted on the proposition that 
every householder paying his own rates, if he met other qualifications, should 
have the right to vote. When a later amendment did away with compound¬ 
ing, thereby putting all occupiers of tenements upon the electoral lists, Dis¬ 
raeli's acceptance of the proposition really brought household suffrage to the 
nation’s borough population. 

“ Lord Cranborne. 
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always maintained. [Laughter from the Op|X)sition.] This is a 
question which cannot be settled by a jeer or a laugh, but by 
facts, and by facts and results which many of you deprecate and 
deplore at this moment, and in consequence of which you tell us 
that you mean to reopen the agitation—a thing which I defy you 
to do. 

I begin with what the honourable gentleman who smiles so 
serenely may regard as the most difficult question for us—namely, 
that of the borough franchise .... has there, I say, been no ques¬ 
tion, since the Government-^ of 1859, between retaining the £10 
borough franchise and accepting household suffrage? Have you 
not had the alternative offered of a multitude of schemes? Have 
you not heard of a franchise to be fixed at £8, £7, £6, and all sorts of 
pounds? 

The question, therefore, for us practically to consider was— 
whether we were to accept this settlement of the borough franchise, 
we will say at £5, or whether we should adhere to the conviction 
at which we had arrived in 1859—namely, that if you reduced the 
qualification there was no safe resting-place until you came to a 
household rating franchise? The noble lord says that immense 
dangers are to arise to this country because we have departed 
from the £10 franchise. (Viscount Cranbourne: No.) Well, it 
was something like that, or because you have reduced the franchise. 
The noble lord is candid enough to see that if you had reduced 
it after what occurred in 1859, as you ought according to your 
pledges to have done, you would have had to reduce it again by 
this time. It is not likely that such a settlement of the difficulty 
would have been so statesmanlike that you could have allayed 
discontent or satisfied any great political demands by reducing 
the electoral qualification by 40s. or so. Then the question would 
arise—is there a greater danger from the number who would be 
admitted by a rating household franchise than from admitting the 
hundreds of thousands—the right honourable gentleman the mem¬ 
ber for South Lancashire calculated them at 300,000—who would 
come in under a £5 franchise? I think that the danger would be 
less, that the feeling of the large number would be more national, 
than by only admitting what I call the Praetorian guard, a sort 
of class set aside, invested with peculiar privileges, looking with 
suspicion on their superiors, and with disdain on those beneath 

” Robert Lowe. 

•* The Derby-Disraeli government. 

* A qualification in the 1832 Reform Bill. 

“ Gladstone. 
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them, with no friendly feelings towards the institutions of their 
country and with great confidence in themselves. I think you would 
have a better chance of touching the popular heart, of evoking 
the national sentiment by embracing the great body of those men 
who occupy houses and fulfil the duties of citizenship by the pay¬ 
ment of rates, than by the more limited and, in our opinion, more 
dangerous proposal. 

So much for the franchise. I say that if we could not carry out 
our policy of 1859, the logical conclusion was that in settling the 
question we should make the proposition which you, after due 
consideration, have accepted, and which I hope you will to-night 
pass. Let us look at the other divisions of the subject. I will not 
test by little points the question of whether we have carried sub¬ 
stantially the policy which we recommended. I say look to the 
distribution of seats. I am perfectly satisfied on the part of Her 
Majesty’s Government with the distribution of seats which the 
House in its wisdom has sanctioned. I think it is a wise and 
prudent distribution of seats. I believe that upon reflection it will 
satisfy the country. It has been modified in one instance, to a 
certain degree, in favour of views which in principle we do not 
oppose; but we have succeeded in limiting the application of 
that principle; and, on the whole, the policy which is embodied 
in the distribution of seats, which by reading this Bill a third time 
I hope you are going to adopt, is the policy of redistribution which 
on the part of the Conservative party I have now for nearly twenty 
years impressed on this House, And what is that policy? That you 
should completely disfranchise no single place; that it would be 
most unwise without necessity to disfranchise any centre of repre¬ 
sentation; that you should take the smaller boroughs with two 
members each and find the degree of representation which you 
wanted to supply in their surplus and superfluity of representation. 
You have acted upon that principle. But, above all, year after 
year I have endeavoured to impress on this House the absolute 
necessity of your doing justice to those vast, I may almost say, 
unrepresented millions, but certainly most inadequately represented 
millions, who are congregated in your counties. You may depreciate 
what you have agreed to, but in my opinion you have agreed to 
a very great measure. At any rate it is the first, and it is a very 
considerable, attempt to do justice in regard to the representation 
of the counties. 

Then although I am the last person in any to under rate the 
value of the assistance which Her Majesty’s Government have 


" A minority representation scheme. 
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received from the House in the management of this measure; al¬ 
though I believe there is no other example in the annals of Parlia¬ 
ment when there has been such a fair interchange of ideas between 
the two sides of the House, and when, notwithstanding some bitter 
words and burning sentiments which we have occasionally listened 
to—and especially to-night—there has been, on the whole, a greater 
absence of party feeling and party management than has ever 
been exhibited in the conduct of a great measure; although per¬ 
sonally I am deeply grateful to many honourable gentlemen opposite 
for the advice and aid I have received from them, yet I am bound 
to say that in the carrying of this measure with all that assistance, 
and with an unaffected desire on our part to defer to the wishes 
of the House wherever possible, I do think the Bill embodies 
the chief principles of the policy that we have professed, and 
which we have always advocated. 

Well, but there is a right honourable gentleman who has to-night 
told us that he is no prophet, but who for half an hour indulged 
in a series of the most doleful vaticinations that were ever listened 
to. He says that everything is ruined, and he begins with the 
House of Lords.Such a singular catalogue of political catastro¬ 
phes, and such a programme of the injurious consequences of this 
legislation, were never heard of. The right honourable gentleman 
says, 'There is the House of Lords; it is not of the slightest use 
now, and what do you think will happen to it when this Bill 
passes?’' That was his argument. Well, my opinion is, if the House 
of Lords is at present in the position which the right honourable 
gentleman describes—and I am far from admitting it—then the pass¬ 
ing of the Bill can do the House of Lords no harm, and it is very 
likely may do it a great deal of good. I think the increase of sym¬ 
pathy between the great body of the people and their natural leaders 
will be more likely to incite the House of Lords to action and to in¬ 
creased efforts to deserve and secure the gratitude and good feeling 
of the nation. "But,” says the right honourable gentleman, "what is 
most terrible about the business of carrying this Bill is the treachery 
by which it has been accomplished.” What I want to know from the 
right honourable gentleman is, when did the treachery begin? The 
right honourable gentleman thinks that a measure of Parliamentarj^ 
Reform is an act of treachery, in consequence of what took place 
last year, when those who now bring it forward were in frequent 
council and co-operation with those who then and now oppose it. 
I can only say, for myself, that I hear of these mysterious councils 
for the first time. But if a compact was entered into last year, when 


Robert Lowe. 
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we were in Opposition, that no measure of Parliamentary Reform 
should pass, or any proposal with that object be made by us—if 
such a proposal is an act of treason, then the noble lord the member 
for Stamford and his friends are as guilty of treachery as we 
who sit on these benches. Really I should have supposed that the 
right honourable gentleman would have weighed his words a little 
more; that when he talks of treachery he would have tried to dehne 
what he means, and that he would have drawn some hard and 
straight line to tell us where this treachery commenced. The right 
honourable gentleman, however, throws no light on the subject. 
He made a speech to night which reminded me of the production 
of some inspired schoolboy, all about the battles of Chaeronea and 
of Hastings. I think he said that the people of England should 
be educated, but that the quality of the education was a matter 
of no consequence as compared with the quantity. Now, the right 
honourable gentleman seems to be in doubt as to what may be his 
lot in the new Parliament, and what I should recommend him to be 
—if he will permit me to give him advice—is the schoolmaster abroad. 

I should think that with his great power of classical and historical 
illustration the right honourable gentleman might soon be able to 
clear the minds of the new constituency of all “perilous stuff,’’ and 
thus render them as soundly Conservative as he himself could desire. 

I must, however, remind the right honourable gentleman when 
he tells us of the victims at Chaeronea, to whom he likens himself, 
that they died for their country, and died expressing their proud 
exultation that their blood should be shed in so sacred a cause. 
But this victim of Chaeronea takes the earliest opportunity, not 
of expressing his glory in his achievements and his sacrifice, but 
of absolutely announcing the conditions on which he is ready to 
join with those who have brought upon him so disgraceful a 
discomfiture. He has laid before us a programme to-night of all 
the revolutionary measures which he detests, but which in conse¬ 
quence of the passing of this Bill he is now prepared to adopt. 
The right honourable gentleman concluded his attack upon us 
by accusing us of treachery, and by informing us that he is going 
to support all those measures which he Ras hitherto opposed in 
this House—though I believe he advocated them elsewhere—and 
that he will recur, I suppose, to those Australian politics which 
rendered him first so famous. 

The right honourable gentleman told us that in the course we 

“ Lord Cranborne. 

“Robert and Mrs. Lowe returned to London in 1850 after a long sojourn 
in Australia where he had displayed very liberal tendencies in politics. 
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are pursuing there is infamy. The expression is strong; but I never 
quarrel with that sort of thing, nor do I like on that account to 
disturb an honourable gentleman in his speech, particularly when 
he happens to be approaching his peroration. Our conduct, how¬ 
ever, according to him, is infamous—that is his statement—because 
in office we are supporting measures of Parliamentary Reform 
which we disapprove, and to which we have hitherto been opposed. 
Well, if we disapprove the Bill which we arc recommending the 
House to accept and sanction to-night, our conduct certainly would 
be objectionable. If we, from the bottom of our hearts do not 
believe that the measure which we are now requesting you to pass 
is on the whole the wisest and best that could be passed under 
the circumstances, I would even admit that our conduct was in¬ 
famous. But I want to know what the right honourable gentleman 
thinks of his own conduct when, having assisted in turning out 
the Government of Lord Derby in 1859, because they would not 
reduce the borough franchise, he—if I am not much mistaken, hav¬ 
ing been one of the most active managers in that intrigue—the right 
honourable gentleman accepted office in I860 under the Govern¬ 
ment of Lord Palmerston, who, of course, brought forward a meas¬ 
ure of Parliamentary Reform which, it would appear, the right 
honourable gentleman also disapproved of, and more than disap¬ 
proved, inasmuch as, although a member of the Government, he 
privately and successfully solicited his political opponents to defeat 
it. And yet this is the right honourable gentleman who talks of 
infamy. 

Sir, the prognostications of evil uttered by the noble lord I can 
respect, because I know that they are sincere; the warnings and 
prophecies of the right honourable gentleman I treat in another 
spirit. For my part, I do not believe that the country is in danger. 
I think England is safe in the race of men who inhabit her; that 
she is safe in something much more precious than her accumulated 
capital—her accumulated experience; she is safe in her national 
character, in her fame, in the traditions of a thousand years, and in 
that glorious future which I believe awaits her. 



6 . Conservative Principles 

This speech which contains the Commons, and Church in govern- 
program of the Conservative party ment hut he utilizes an opportu- 
was given at Manchester, April 3, nity to point out that the Liberal 
1872. It may he found in Keh- Party—in power since 1868—prac- 
heVs Selected Speeches (II, 490 et tices policies in both domestic and 
seq.). In it Disraeli not only em- foreign affairs that deserve public 
phasizes the place of Crown, Lords, opprobrium. 

Gentlemen, the Chairman has correctly reminded you that this is 
not the first time that my voice has sounded in this hall. But that 
was an occasion very different from that which now assembles 
us together—was nearly thirty years ago, when I endeavoured to 
support and stimulate the flagging energies of an institution in 
which I thought there were the germs of future refinement and 
intellectual advantage to the rising generation of Manchester, and 
since I have been here on this occasion I have learnt with much 
gratification that it is now counted among your most flourishing 
institutions. There was also another and more recent occasion when 
the gracious office fell to me to distribute among the members of 
the Mechanics' Institution those prizes which they had gained 
through their study in letters and in science. Gentlemen, these were 
pleasing offices, and if life consisted only of such offices you would 
not have to complain of it. But life has its masculine duties, and 
we are assembled here to fulfil some of the most important of these, 
when, as citizens of a free country, we are assembled together to 
declare our determination to maintain, to uphold the Constitution 
to which we are debtors, in our opinion, for our freedom and our 
welfare. 

Gentlemen, there seems at first something incongruous that one 
should be addressing the population of so influential and intelligent 
a county as Lancashire who is not locally connected with them, 
and, gentlemen, I will frankly admit that this circumstance did for 
a long time make me hesitate in accepting your cordial and generous 
invitation. But, gentlemen, after what occurred yesterday, after 
receiving more than 200 addresses from every part of this great 
country, after the welcome which then greeted me, I feel that I 
should not be doing justice to your feelings, I should not do duty 
to myself, if I any longer considered my presence here to-night 
to be an act of presumption. Gentlemen, though it may not be 
an act of presumption, it still is, I am told, an act of great difficulty. 
Our opponents assure us that the Gonservative party have no polit¬ 
ical programme; and, therefore, they must look with much satisfac- 
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tion to one whom you honour to-night by considering him the 
leader and representative of your opinions when he comes forward, 
at your invitation, to express to you what that programme is. I he 
Conservative party are accused of having no programme of policy. 
If hy a programme is meant a plan to despoil churches and plunder 
landlords, I admit we have no programme. If by a programme is 
meant a policy which assails or menaces every institution and 
every interest, every class and every calling in the country, I admit 
we have no programme. But if to have a policy with distinct ends, 
and these such as most deeply interest the great body of the nation, 
be a becoming programme for a political party, then, I contend, 
we have an adequate programme, and one which, here or else¬ 
where, I shall always be prepared to assert and to vindicate. 

Gentlemen, the programme of the Conservative party is to main¬ 
tain the Constitution of the country. I have not come down to 
Manchester to deliver an essay on the English Constitution; but 
when the banner of Republicanism is unfurled—when the funda¬ 
mental principles of our institutions are controverted—I think, per¬ 
haps, it may not be inconvenient that I should make some few 
practical remarks upon the character of our Constitution—upon that 
monarchy, limited by the co-ordinate authority of Estates of the 
realm, which, under the title of Queen, Lords and Commons, has 
contributed so greatly to the prosperity of this country, and with 
the maintenance of which I believe that prosperity is bound up. 

Gentlemen, since the settlement of that Constitution, now nearly 
two centuries ago, England has never experienced a revolution, 
though there is no country in which there has been so continuous 
and such considerable change. How is this"? Because the wisdom 
of your forefathers placed the prize of supreme power without the 
sphere of human passions. Whatever the struggle of parties, what¬ 
ever the strife of factions, whatever the excitement and exaltation 
of the public mind, there has always been something in this country 
round which all classes and parties could rally, representing the 
majesty of the law, the administration of justice, and involving, at 
the same time, the security for every man's rights and the fountain 
of honour. Now, gentlemen, it is well clearly to comprehend 
what is meant by a country not having a revolution for two cen¬ 
turies. It means, for that space, the unbroken exercise and enjoy¬ 
ment of the ingenuity of man. It means, for that space, the 
continuous application of the discoveries of science to his comfort 
and convenience. It means the accumulation of capital, the eleva¬ 
tion of labour, the establishment of those admirable factories which 

” Reference is to the activity of Sir Charles Dilke, Liberal. 
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cover your district; the unwearied improvement of the cultivation 
of the land, which has extracted from a somewhat churlish soil 
harvests more exuberant than those furnished by lands nearer to 
the sun. It means the continuous order which is the only parent 
of personal liberty and political right. And you owe all these, gen¬ 
tlemen, to the Throne. 

There is another powerful and most beneficial influence which 
is also exercised by the Crown. Gentlemen, I am a party man. 

I believe that, without party. Parliamentary government is impos¬ 
sible. I look upon Parliamentary government as the noblest govern¬ 
ment in the world, and certainly the most suited to England. But 
without the discipline of political connection, animated by the 
principle of private honour, I feel certain that a popular Assembly 
would sink before the power or the corruption of a minister. Yet, 
gentlemen, I am not blind to the faults of party government. It 
has one great defect. Party has a tendency to warp the intelligence, 
and there is no minister, however resolved he may be in treating a 
great public question, who does not find some difficulty in emanci¬ 
pating himself from the traditionary prejudice on which he has 
long acted. It is, therefore, a great merit in our Constitution that 
before a minister introduces a measure to Parliament, he must 
submit it to an intelligence superior to all party, and entirely free 
from influences of that character. 

I know it will be said, gentlemen, that, however beautiful in 
theory, the personal influence of the Sovereign is now absorbed 
in the responsibility of the minister. Gentlemen, I think you will 
find there is great fallacy in this view. The principles of the Eng¬ 
lish Constitution do not contemplate the absence of personal in¬ 
fluence on the part of the Sovereign; and if they did, the principles 
of human nature would prevent the fulfilment of such a theory. 
Gentlemen, I need not tell you that I am now making on this 
subject abstract observations of general application to our institu¬ 
tions and our history. But take the case of a Sovereign of England 
who accedes to his throne at the earliest age the law permits and 
who enjoys a long reign—take an instance like that of George III. 
From the earliest moment of his accession fhat Sovereign is placed 
in constant communication with the most able statesmen of the 
period, and of all parties. Even with average ability it is impossible 
not to perceive that such a Sovereign must soon attain a great mass 
of political information and political experience. Information and 
experience, gentlemen, whether they are possessed by a Sovereign 
or by the humblest of his subjects, are irresistible in life. No man 
with the vast responsibility that devolves upon an English minister 
can afford to treat with indifference a suggestion that has not oc- 
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curred to him, or information with which he had not been previ¬ 
ously supplied. But, gentlemen, pursue this view of the subject. 
The longer the reign, the influence of that Sovereign must propor¬ 
tionately increase. All the illustrious statesmen who served his 
youth disappear. A new generation of public servants rises up. 
There is a critical conjuncture in affairs—a moment of perplexity 
and peril. Then it is that the Sovereign can appeal to a similar state 
of affairs that occurred perhaps thirty years before. When all are 
in doubt among his servants he can quote the advice that was 
given by the illustrious men of his early years, and though he may 
maintain himself within the strictest limits of the Constitution, 
who can suppose when such information and such suggestions are 
made by the most exalted person in the country that they can be 
without effect? No, gentlemen; a minister who could venture to 
treat such influence with indifference would not be a Constitutional 
minister, but an arrogant idiot. 

Gentlemen, the influence of the Crown is not confined merely to 
political affairs. England is a domestic country. Here the home 
is revered and the hearth is sacred. The nation is represented by 
a family—the Royal Family; and if that family is educated with 
a sense of responsibility and a sentiment of public duty, it is dif¬ 
ficult to exaggerate the salutary influence they may exercise over a 
nation. It is not merely an influence upon manners; it is not merely 
that they are a model for refinement and for good taste—they affect 
the heart as well as the intelligence of the people; and in the hour 
of public adversity, or in the anxious conjuncture of public affairs, 
the nation rallies round the Family and the Throne, and its spirit 
is animated and sustained by the expression of public affection. 

Gentlemen, there is yet one other remark that I would make 
upon our monarchy, though, had it not been for recent circum¬ 
stances, I should have refrained from doing so. An attack has 
recently been made upon the Throne on account of the costliness 
of the institution.*^- Gentlemen, I shall not dwell upon the fact 
that if the people of England appreciate the monarchy, as I believe 
they do, it would be painful to them that their Royal and represent¬ 
ative family should not be maintained with becoming dignity, or 
fill in the public eye a position inferior to some of the nobles of the 
land. Nor will I insist upon what is unquestionably the fact, that 
the revenues of the Crown estates, on which our Sovereign might 
live with as much right as the Duke of Bedford or the Duke of 
Northumberland has to his estates, are now paid into the public 
exchequer. All this, upon the present occasion, I am not going to 

** By Sir Charles Dilke, Liberal. 
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insist upon. What I now say is this, that there is no sovereignty 
of any first-rate State which costs so little to the people as the 
sovereignty of England. I will not compare our Civil List with 
those of European empires, because it is known that in amount 
they treble and quadruple it; but I will compare it with the cost of 
sovereignty in a republic, and that a republic with which you are 
intimately acquainted—the republic of the United States of America. 

Gentlemen, there is no analogy between the position of our 
Sovereign, Queen Victoria, and that of the President of the United 
States. The President of the LInited States is not the Sovereign 
of the United States. There is a very near analogy between the 
position of the President of the United States and that of the 
Prime Minister of England, and both are paid at much the same 
rate—the income of a second-class professional man. The Sovereign 
of the United States is the people; and I will now show you what 
the sovereignty of the United States costs. Gentlemen, you are 
aware of the Constitution of the United States. There arc 37 in¬ 
dependent States, each with a sovereign legislature. Besides these, 
there is a Confederation of States to conduct their external affairs, 
which consists of a House of Representatives and a Senate. 1 here 
are 285 members of the House of Representatives, and there are 
74 members of the Senate, making altogether 359 members of 
Congress. Now each member of Congress receives 1,000/. sterling 
per annum. In addition to this he receives an allowance called 
“mileage,’' which varies according to the distance which he travels, 
but the aggregate cost of which is about 30,0001. per annum. That 
makes 389,000/., almost the exact amount of our Civil List. 

But this, gentlemen, will allow you to make only a very imper¬ 
fect estimate of the cost of sovereignty in the United States. Every 
member of every Legislature in the 37 States is also paid. There 
are, I believe, 5,010 members of State Legislatures who receive 
about $350 per annum each. As some of the returns are imperfect, 
the average which I have given of expenditure may he rather high, 
and therefore I have not counted the “mileage," which is also univer¬ 
sally allowed. 5,010 members of State Le^slatures at $350 each 
make $1,753,500 or 350,700/. sterling a year. So you see, gentle¬ 
men, that the immediate expenditure for the sovereignty of the 
United States is between 700,000/. and 800,000/. a year. Gentle¬ 
men, I have not time to pursue this interesting theme, otherwise I 
could show you that you have still but imperfectly ascertained the 
cost of sovereignty in a republic. But, gentlemen, I cannot resist 
giving you one further illustration. 

The government of this country is considerably carried on by 
the aid of Royal Commissions. So great is the increase of public 
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business that it would be probably impossible for a minister to 
carry on affairs without this assistance. The Queen of England can 
command for these objects the services of the most experienced 
statesmen, and men of the highest position of society. If necessary, 
she can summon to them distinguished scholars or men most cele¬ 
brated in science and in art: and she receives from them services 
that are unpaid. They are only too proud to be described in the 
Commission as Her Majesty’s ''trusty councillors”; and if any mem¬ 
ber of these Commissions performs some transcendent services, both 
of thought and of labour, he is munificently rewarded by a public 
distinction conferred upon him by the Fountain of Honour. Gen 
tlemen, the Government of the United States, has, I believe, not 
less availed itself of the services of Commissions than the Govern¬ 
ment of the United Kingdom; but, in a country where there is no 
Fountain of Honour, every member of these Commissions is paid. 

Gentlemen, I trust I have now made some suggestions to you 
respecting the monarchy of England which at least may be so far 
serviceable that when we are separated they may not be altogether 
without advantage; and now, gentlemen, I would say something 
on the subject of the House of Lords. It is not merely the authority 
of the Throne that is now disputed, but the character and influence 
of the House of Lords that are held up by some to public disregard. 
Gentlemen, I shall not stop for a moment to offer you any proofs 
of the advantage of a Second Chamber; and for this reason. That 
subject has been discussed now for a century, ever since the estab¬ 
lishment of the Government of the United States, and all great 
authorities, American, German, French, Italian, have agreed in this, 
that a Representative Government is impossible without a Second 
Chamber. And it has been, especially of late, maintained by great 
political writers in all countries that the repeated failure of what is 
called the French Republic is mainly to be ascribed to its not having 
a Second Chamber. 

But, gentlemen, however anxious foreign countries have been to 
enjoy this advantage, that anxiety has only been equalled by the 
difficulty which they have found in fulfilling their object. How is 
a Second Chamber to be constituted? By nominees of the sovereign 
power? Are they to be bound by popular election? In what man¬ 
ner are they to be elected? If by the same constituency as the 
popular body, what claim have they, under such circumstances, to 
criticise or to control the decisions of that body? If they are to be 
elected by a more select body, qualified by a higher franchise, there 
immediately occurs the objection, why should the majority be gov¬ 
erned by the minority? The LInited States of America were fortu¬ 
nate in finding a solution of this difficulty; but the United States of 
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America had elements to deal with which never occurred before, 
and never probably will occur again, because they formed their 
illustrious Senate from the materials that were offered them by the 
thirty-seven States. We, gentlemen, have the House of Lords, an 
assembly which has historically developed and periodically adapted 
itself to the wants and necessities of the times. 

What, gentlemen, is the first quality which is required in a 
Second Chamber? Without doubt, independence. What is the best 
foundation of independence? Without doubt, property. The Prime 
Minister of England has only recently told you, and I believe he 
spoke quite accurately, that the average income of the members of 
the House of Lords is 20,0001. per annum. Of course there are 
some who have more and some who have less; but the influence of 
a public assembly, so far as property is concerned, depends upon 
its aggregate property, which, in the present case, is a revenue of 
9,000,000i. a year. But, gentlemen, you must look to the nature of 
this property. It is visible property, and therefore it is responsible 
property, which every ratepayer in the room knows to his cost. But, 
gentlemen, it is not only visible property; it is, generally speaking, 
territorial property; and one of the elements of territorial property 
is that it is representative. Now, for illustration, suppose—which 
God forbid—there was no House of Commons, and any Englishman 
—I will take him from either end of the island—a Cumberland or 
a Cornish man, finds himself aggrieved. The Cumbrian says, 'This 
conduct 1 experience is most unjust. I know a Cumberland man in 
the House of Lords, the Earl of Carlisle or the Earl of Lonsdale; 
I will go to him; he will never sec a Cumberland man ill-treated.'' 
The Cornish man will say, "I will go to the Lord of Port Eliot; his 
family have sacrificed themselves before this for the liberties of 
Englishmen, and he will get justice done me.” 

But, gentlemen, the charge against the House of Lords is that 
the dignities are hereditary, and we arc told that if wc have a House 
of Peers they should be peers for life. There arc great authorities 
in favour of this, and even my noble friend near me the other 
day gave in his adhesion to a limited application of this principle. 
Now, gentlemen, in the first place let me observe that every peer 
is a peer for life, as he cannot be a peer after his death; but some 
peers for life are succeeded in their dignities by their children. The 
question arises, who is most responsible—a peer for life whose dig¬ 
nities are not descendible, or a peer for life whose dignities are 
hereditary? Now, gentlemen, a peer for life is in a very strong 
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position. He says, *'Here I am; I have got power and I will exercise 
it/' I have no doubt that, on the whole, a peer for life would ex¬ 
ercise it for what he deemed was the public good. Let us hope that. 
But, after all, he might and could exercise it according to his own 
will. Nobody can call him to account; he is independent of every¬ 
body. But a peer for life whose dignities descend is in a very dif¬ 
ferent position. He has every inducement to study public opinion, 
and, when he believes it just, to yield; because he naturally feels 
that if the order to which he belongs is in constant collision with 
public opinion, the chances arc that his dignities will not descend 
to his posterity. 

Therefore, Gentlemen, I am not prepared myself to believe that 
a solution of any difficulties in the public mind on this subject is to 
be found by creating peers for life. I know there are some philoso¬ 
phers who believe that the best substitute for the House of Lords 
would be an assembly formed of ex-Governors of Colonies. I have 
not sufficient experience on that subject to give a decided opinion 
upon it. When the Muse of Comedy threw her frolic grace over 
society, a retired Governor was generally one of the characters in 
every comedy; and the last of our great actors—who, by the by, was 
a great favourite at Manchester—Mr. Farren, was celebrated for his 
delineation of the character in question. Whether it be the recol¬ 
lection of that performance or not, I confess I am inclined to be¬ 
lieve that an English gentleman—born to business, managing his 
own estate, administering the affairs of his county, mixing with all 
classes of his fellow-men, now in the hunting field, now in the 
Railway Direction, unaffected, unostentatious, proud of his ancestors, 
if they have contributed to the greatness of our common country— 
is, on the whole, more likely to form a senator agreeable to English 
opinion and English taste than any substitute that has yet been 
produced. 

Gentlemen, let me make one observation more, on the subject of 
the House of Lords, before I conclude. There is some advantage in 
political experience. I remember the time when there was a similar 
outcry against the House of Lords, but much more intense and 
powerful; and, gentlemen, it arose from the same cause. A Liberal 
Government had been installed in office, with an immense Liberal 
majority. They proposed some violent measures. The House of 
Lords modified some, delayed others, and some they threw out. In¬ 
stantly there was a cry to abolish or to reform the House of Lords, 
and the greatest popular orator that probably ever existed was 
sent on a pilgrimage over England to excite the people in favour 
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of this opinion. What happened? That happened, gentlemen, 
which may happen to-morrow. There was a dissolution of Parlia¬ 
ment. The great Liberal majority vanished. The balance of parties 
was restored. It was discovered that the House of Lords had behind 
them at least half of the English people. We heard no more cries 
for their abolition or their reform, and before two years more passed 
England was really governed by the House of Lords, under the wise 
influence of the Duke of Wellington and the commanding elo¬ 
quence of Lyndhurst; and such was the enthusiasm of the nation 
in favour of the Second Chamber that at every public meeting its 
health was drunk, with the additional sentiment, for which we are 
indebted to one of the most distinguished members that ever repre¬ 
sented the House of Commons, ''Thank God, there is the House of 
Lords.** 

Gentlemen, you will perhaps not be surprised that, having made 
some remarks upon the Monarchy and the House of Lords, I should 
say something respecting that House in which I have literally passed 
the greater part of my life and to which I am devotedly attached. 
It is not likely, therefore, that I should say anything to depreciate 
the legitimate position and influence of the House of Commons. 
Gentlemen it is said that the diminished power of the Throne and 
the assailed authority of the House of Lords are owing to the in¬ 
creased power of the House of Commons, and the new position 
which of late years, and especially during the last forty years, it has 
assumed in the English Constitution. Gentlemen, the main power 
of the House of Commons depends upon its command over the 
public purse and its control of the public expenditure; and if that 
power is possessed by a party which has a large majority in the 
House of Commons, the influence of the House of Commons is 
proportionately increased, and, under some circumstances, becomes 
more predominant. But, gentlemen, this power of the House of 
Commons is not a power which has been created by any Reform 
Act, from the days of Lord Grey in 1832 to 1867. It is the power 
which the House of Commons has enjoyed for centuries—which it 
has frequently asserted and sometimes even tyrannically exercised. 
Gentlemen, the House of Commons represents the constituencies 
of England, and I am here to show you that no addition to the 
elements of that constituency has placed the House of Commons in 
a different position with regard to the Throne and the House of 
Lords from that it has always constitutionally occupied. 

Gentlemen, we speak now on this subject with great advantage. 
We recently have had published authentic documents upon this 
matter which are highly instructive. We have, for example, just 
published the Census of Great Britain, and we are now in possession 
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of the last registration of voters for the United Kingdom. Gentle¬ 
men, it appears that by the census the population at this time is 
about 32,000,000. It is shown by the last registration that, after 
making the usual deductions for deaths, removals, double entries, 
and so on, the constituency of the United Kingdom may be placed 
at 2,200,000. So, gentlemen, it at once appears that there are 30,- 
000,000 people in this country who are as much represented by the 
House of Lords as by the House of Commons, and who, for the 
protection of their rights, must depend upon them and the majesty 
of the Throne. And now, gentlemen, I will tell you what was done 
by the last Reform Act. 

Lord Grey, in his measure of 1832, which was no doubt a states¬ 
manlike measure, committed a great and for a time it appeared an 
irretrievable error. By that measure he fortified the legitimate in¬ 
fluence of the aristocracy; but he not only made no provision for the 
representation of the working classes in the Constitution, but he 
absolutely abolished those ancient franchises which the working 
classes had peculiarly enjoyed and exercised from time immemorial. 
Gentlemen, that was the origin of Chartism, and of that electoral 
uneasiness which existed in this country more or less for thirty 
years. I’he Liberal party, I feel it my duty to say, had not acted 
fairly by this question. In their adversity they held out hopes to 
the working classes, but when they had a strong Government they 
laughed their vows to scorn. In 1848 there was a French Revolu¬ 
tion and a Republic was established. No one can have forgotten 
what the effect was in this country. I remember the day when not 
a woman could leave her house in London, and when cannon were 
planted on Westminster Bridge. When Lord Derby became Prime 
Minister affairs had arrived at such a point that it was of the first 
moment that the question should be sincerely dealt with. He had 
to encounter great difficulties, but he accomplished his purpose with 
the support of a united party. And, gentlemen, what has been the 
result? A year ago there was another revolution in France, and a 
Republic was again established of the most menacing character. 
What happened in this country? You could not get half a dozen 
men to assemble in a street and grumble. Why? Because the people 
had got what they wanted. They were content and they were 
grateful. 

But, gentlemen, the Constitution of England is not merely a Con¬ 
stitution in State, it is a Constitution in Church and State. The 
wisest Sovereigns and statesmen have ever been anxious to connect 
authority with religion-some to increase their power, some, perhaps, 
to mitigate its exercise. But the same difficulty has been experienced 
in effecting this union which has been experienced in forming a 



232 BRITISH PRIME MINISTERS 

Second Chamber—either the spiritual power has usurped upon the 
civil and established a sacerdotal society, or the civil power has in¬ 
vaded successfully the rights of the spiritual, and the ministers of 
religion have been degraded into stipendiaries of the State and in¬ 
struments of the Government, In England we accomplish this great 
result by an alliance between Church and State, between two 
originally independent powers. I will not go into the history of 
that alliance, which is rather a question for those archaeological 
societies which occasionally amuse and instruct the people of this 
city. Enough for me that this union was made and has contributed 
for centuries to the civilisation of this country. Gentlemen, there is 
the same assault against the Church of England and the union be¬ 
tween the State and the Church as there is against the Monarchy 
and against the House of Lords. It is said that the existence of 
Nonconformity proves that the Church is a failure. I draw from 
these premises an exactly contrary conclusion; and I maintain that 
to have secured a national profession of faith with the unlimited 
enjoyment of private judgment in matters spiritual is the solution 
of the most difficult problem, and one of the triumphs, of civilisa¬ 
tion.*"^^ 


Gentlemen,I think public attention as regards these matters 
ought to be concentrated upon sanitary legislation. I’hat is a wide 
subject, and, if properly treated, comprises almost every considera¬ 
tion which has just claim upon legislative interference. Pure air, 
pure water, the inspection of unhealthy habitations, the adulteration 
of food, these and many kindred matters may be legitimately dealt 
with by the Legislature; and I am bound to say the Legislature is 
not idle upon them; for we have at ihis time two important meas¬ 
ures before Parliament on the subject. One-by a late colleague of 
mine, Sir Charles Adderley—is a large and comprehensive measure, 
founded upon a sure basis, for it consolidates all existing public 
Acts and improves them, A prejudice has been raised against that 
proposal, by stating that it interferes withnhe private Acts of the 
great towns. I take this opportunity of contradicting that. The Bill 
of Sir Charles Adderley does not touch the Acts of the great towns. 
It only allows them if they think fit to avail themselves of its new 
provisions. 

The other measure, by the Government, is of a partial character. 

m upon the church and education is omitted. 

The condition of the working classes leads to the following remarks. 
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What it comprises is good, so far as it goes, but it shrinks from that 
bold consolidation of existing Acts which I think one of the great 
merits of Sir Charles Addcrley’s Bill, which permits us to become 
acquainted with how much may be done in favour of sanitary im¬ 
provement by existing provisions. Gentlemen, I cannot impress 
upon you too strongly my conviction of the importance of the Legis¬ 
lature and society uniting together in favour of these important 
results. A great scholar and a great wit, 300 years ago, said that, in 
his opinion, there was a great mistake in the Vulgate, which as you 
all know is the Latin translation of the Holy Scriptures, and that 
instead of saying ‘'Vanity of vanities, all is vanity'—Vanitas vani- 
tatum, omnia vanitas—the wise and witty King really said Sanitas 
sanitatum, omnia sanitas. Gentlemen, it is impossible to overrate 
the importance of the subject. After all, the first consideration of a 
minister should be the health of the people. A land may be covered 
with historic trophies, with museums of science and galleries of art, 
with universities and with libraries; the people may be civilised and 
ingenious; the country may be even famous in the annals and action 
of the world, but, gentlemen, if the population every ten years de¬ 
creases, and the stature of the race every ten years diminishes, the 
history of that country will soon be the history of the past. 

Gentlemen, I said I had not come here to make a party speech. 
I have addressed you upon subjects of grave, and I will venture to 
believe of general, interest; but to be here and altogether silent upon 
the present state of public affairs would not be respectful to you, 
and, perhaps, on the whole, would be thought incongruous. Gentle¬ 
men, I cannot pretend that our position either at home or abroad 
is in my opinion satisfactory. At home, at a period of immense 
prosperity, with a people contented and naturally loyal, we find to 
our surprise the most extravagant doctrines professed and the funda¬ 
mental principles of our most valuable institutions impugned, and 
that too by persons of some authority. Gentlemen, this startling 
inconsistency is accounted for, in my mind, by the circumstances 
under which the present Administration was formed. It is the first 
instance in my knowledge of a British Administration being avow¬ 
edly formed on a principle of violence.Their specific was to 

despoil churches and plunder landlords, and what has been the 
result? Sedition rampant, treason thinly veiled, and whenever a 
vacancy occurs in the representation a candidate is returned pledged 
to the disruption of the realm. Her Majesty's new ministers pro¬ 
ceeded in their career like a body of men under the influence of 
some delirious drug. Not satiated with the spoliation and anarchy 
of Ireland, they began to attack every institution and every interest, 
every class and calling in the country. 
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It is curious to observe their course. They took into hand the 
Army. What have they done?. 

Let us look what they have done with the Admiralty. You re¬ 
member, in this county especially, the denunciation of the profligate 
expenditure of the Conservative Government, and you have since 
had an opportunity of comparing it with the gentler burden of 
Liberal estimates. The Navy was not merely an instance of prof¬ 
ligate expenditure, but of incompetent and inadequate manage¬ 
ment. A great revolution was promised in its administration. A 
gentleman,®® almost unknown to English politics, was strangely pre- 
fened to one of the highest places in the councils of Her Majesty. 
He set to at his task with ruthless activity. The Consultative Coun¬ 
cil, under which Nelson had gained all his victories, was dissolved. 
The Secretaryship of the Admiralty, an office which exercised a 
complete supervision over every division of that great department— 
an office which was to the Admiralty what the Secretary of State 
is to the kingdom, which, in the qualities which it required and the 
duties which it fulfilled was rightly a stepping-stone to the Cabinet, 
as in the instances of Lord Halifax, Lord Herbert, and many others 
—was reduced to absolute insignificance. Even the office of Control, 
which of all others required a position of independence, and on 
which the safety of the Navy mainly depended, was deprived of 
all its important attributes. 

But, gentlemen, as time advanced it was not difficult to perceive 
that extravagance was being substituted for energy by the Govern¬ 
ment. The unnatural stimulus was subsiding. Their paroxysms 
ended in prostration. Some took refuge in melancholy, and their 
eminent chief alternated between a menace and a sigh. As 1 sat 
opposite the Treasury Bench the ministers reminded me of one of 
those marine landscapes not very unusual on the coasts of South 
America. You behold a range of exhausted volcanoes. Not a flame 
flickers on a single pallid crest. But the situation is still dangerous. 
There are occasional earthquakes, and ever and anon the dark 
rumbling of the sea. 

But, gentlemen, there is one other topic on which I must touch. 
If the management of our domestic affairs^has been founded upon 
a principle of violence, that certainly cannot be alleged against the 
management of our external relations. I know the difficulty of ad¬ 
dressing a body of Englishmen on these topics. The very phrase 
''foreign affairs'' makes an Englishmen convinced that I am about 
to treat of subjects with which he has no concern. Unhappily, the 
relations of England to the rest of the world, which are "foreign 
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affairs/^ are the matters which most influence his lot. Upon them 
depends the increase or reduction of taxation. Upon them depends 
the enjoyment or the embarrassment of his industry. And yet, 
though so momentous are the consequences of the mismanagement 
of our foreign relations, no one thinks of them till the mischief 
occurs, and then it is found how the most vital consequences have 
been occasioned by the mere inadvertence. 

I will illustrate this point by two anecdotes. Since I have been 
in public life there has been for this country a great calamity and 
there is a great danger, and both might have been avoided. The 
calamity was the Crimean War. You know what were the conse¬ 
quences of the Crimean War—a great addition to your debt, an 
enormous addition to your taxation, a cost more precious than your 
treasure—the best blood of England. Half a million of men, I be¬ 
lieve, perished in that great undertaking. Nor are the evil conse¬ 
quences of that war adequately described by what I have said. All 
the disorders and disturbances of Europe, those immense arma¬ 
ments that are an incubus on national industry and the great ob¬ 
stacle to progressive civilisation, may be traced and justly attributed 
to the Crimean War. And yet the Crimean War need never have 
occurred. 

The great danger is the present state of our relations with the 
United States. When I acceded to office I did so, so far as regarded 
the United States of America, with some advantage. During the 
whole of the Civil War in America both my noble friend near me 
and I had maintained a strict and fair neutrality. This was fully 
appreciated by the Government of the United States, and they ex¬ 
pressed their wish that with our aid the settlement of all differences 
between the two Governments should be accomplished. They sent 
here a plenipotentiary, an honourable gentleman, very intelligent 
and possessing general confidence. My noble friend near me, with 
great ability, negotiated a treaty for the settlement of all these claims. 
He was the first minister who projx)sed to refer them to arbitration, 
and the treaty was signed by the American Government. It was 
signed, I think, on November 10th, on the eve of the dissolution 
of Parliament. The borough elections that first occurred proved 
what would be the fate of the ministry, and the moment they were 
known in America the American Government announced that Mr. 
Reverdy Johnson had mistaken his instructions, and they could not 
present the treaty to the Senate for its sanction—the sanction of 
which there had been previously no doubt. 

But the fact is that, as in the case of the Crimean War, it was 
supposed that our successors would be favourable to Russian aggres¬ 
sion, so it was supposed that by the accession to office of Mr. C lad- 
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stone and a gentleman you know well, Mr, Bright, the American 
claims would be considered in a very different spirit. How they 
have been considered is a subject which, no doubt, occupies deeply 
the minds of the people of Lancashire. Now, gentlemen, observe 
this—the question of tne Black Sea involved in the Crimean War, 
the question of the American claims involved in our negotiations 
with Mr. Johnson, are the two questions that have again turned up, 
and have been the two great questions that have been under the 

management of his Government. 

And yet, gentlemen, it is not merely our fleets and armies, our 
powerful artillery, our accumulated capital, and our unlimited credit 
on which I so much depend, as upon that unbroken spirit of her 
people, which I believe was never prouder of the Imperial country 
to which they belong. Gentlemen, it is to that spirit that I above 
all things trust. I look upon the people of Lancashire as a fair repre¬ 
sentative of the people of England. I think the manner in which 
they have invited me here, locally a stranger, to receive the expres¬ 
sion of their cordial sympathy, and only because they recognise 
some effort on my part to maintain the greatness of their country, 
is evidence of the spirit of the land. I must express to you again my 
deep sense of the generous manner in which you have welcomed 
me, and in which you have permitted me to express to you my views 
upon public affairs. Proud of your confidence and encouraged by 
your sympathy, I now deliver to you, as my last words, the cause 
of the Tory Party, the English Gonstitution, and of the British 
Empire. 


“•Additional discussion on these two topics is omitted. 




7 . Suez Canal Shares 


Sir S. H, Northcote, chancellor 
of the Exchequer, asked on Februr 
ary 14, 1876, for the vote of a sum 
''to fay the furchase-money for 
shares which belonged to the Khe¬ 
dive in the Suez Canal” The de¬ 
bate on the subject was continued 
on February 21, 1876, Disraelis 
speech may be found in Hansard 
(CCXXVll [3d Ser.], 652-61). 

Owing to the bankruptcy of Is¬ 
mail, the Egyptian khedive, Dis¬ 
raeli was able to make (November 
1875) the surprise purchase of 


nearly half the total shares in the 
Suez Canal Company—not a ma¬ 
jority interest, though a controlling 
interest for practical purposes. 
Since Parliament was not in ses¬ 
sion at the time, Disraeli borrowed 
£4,000,000 from the Rothschilds, 
thereby opening himself to much 
criticism from Parliamentary oppo¬ 
nents, howbeit winning approba¬ 
tion from the Queen and the 
public. The last portion of his 
speech makes clear the real impor¬ 
tance of the purchase for England. 


Sir, although, according to the noble Lord,^^^ we are going to give 
a unanimous vote, it cannot be denied that the discussion of this 
evening at least has proved one result It has shown, in a manner 
about which neither the I louse of Commons nor the country can 
make any mistake, that had the right honourable Gentleman the 
Member for Greenwich been the Prime Minister of this coun¬ 
try, the shares in the Suez Canal would not have been pur¬ 
chased.The right honourable Gentleman defies me to produce 

an instance of a Ministry negotiating with a private firm.The 

right honourable Gentleman found great fault with the amount of 
the commission which has been charged by the Messrs. Rothschild 
and admitted by the Government; and, indeed, both the right 
honourable Gentlemen opposite took the pains to calculate what 
was the amount of interest which it was proposed the Messrs. 
Rothschild should receive on account of their advance. It is, accord¬ 
ing to both right honourable Gentlemen, 15 per cent; but I must 
express my surprise that two right honourable Gentlemen, both 
of whom have filled the office of Chancellor of the Exchequer, 
and one of whom has been at the head of the Treasury, should 
have shown by their observations such a lamentable want of ac¬ 
quaintance with the manner in which large amounts of capital 
are commanded when the Government of a country may desire to 
possess them under the circumstances under which we appealed 
to the House in question. I deny altogether that the commission 
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charged by the Messrs. Rothschild has anything to do with the inter¬ 
est on the advance; nor can I suppose that two right honourable 
Gentlemen so well acquainted with finance as the Member for 
Greenwich and the Member for the University of London can 
really believe that there is in this country anyone who has £4,000,- 
000 lying idle at his bankers. Yet one would suppose, from the 
argument of the right honourable Gentleman the Member for 
Greenwich, that such is the assumption on which he has formed 
his opinion in this matter. In the present instance, I may observe, 
not only the possibility, but the probability, of our having immedi¬ 
ately to advance the whole £4,000,000 was anticipated. And how 
was this £4,000,000 to be obtained? Only by the rapid conversion 
of securities to the same amount. Well, I need not tell anyone 
who is at all acquainted with such affairs that the rapid conversion 
of securities to the amount of £4,000,000 can never be effected 
without loss, and sometimes considerable loss; and it is to guard 
against risk of that kind that a commission is asked for before 
advances are made to a Government. In this case, too, it was more 
than probable that, after paying the first £1,000,000 following the 
signature of the contract, £2,000,000 further might be demanded 
in gold the next day. Fortunately for the Messrs. Rothschild they 
were not; but, if they had, there would in all likelihood have been 
a great disturbance in the Money Market, which must have occa¬ 
sioned a great sacrifice, perhaps the whole of the commission. The 
Committee, therefore, must not be led away by the observations of 
the two right honourable Gentlemen, who, of all men in the I louse, 
ought to be the last to make them. 

But the right honourable Gentleman the Member for Greenwich 
says we ought to have gone to our constitutional financiers and 
advisers, the Governor and Deputy Governor of the Bank of Eng¬ 
land, and, of course, the honourable Member for Galway (Mr. 
Mitchell Henry), who rose much later in the debate, and who spoke 
evidently under the influence of strong feeling, also says that we 
ought to have asked the Governor of the Bank of England to ad 
vance the £4,000,000. But they forget that it is against the law 
of this country for the Bank to advancers sum of money to the 
Ministry. 

But then it may be said—'^Though the Bank could not have ad¬ 
vanced the £4,000,000, you might have asked them to purchase the 
shares.'" But how could they have purchased the shares? They 
must have first consulted their legal adviser, who probably would 
have told them that they had not power to do it; but, even if that 


** Robert Lowe. 
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doubtful question had been decided in the affirmative, they must 
have then called a public Court in order to see whether they could 
be authorized to purchase those shares to assist the Government. 
Now, I ask the Committee to consider for a moment what chance 
would we have had of effecting the purchase which we made 
under the circumstances, and with the competitors we had to en¬ 
counter, and the objects we had to attain, if we had pursued the 
course which the right honourable Gentleman opposite has sug 
gested? “But,"’ says the Member for the University of London— 
and this also has been echoed by his late right honourable Colleague 
—“you would have avoided all this, if you adopted the course which 
we indicate, and which I have just reminded the Committee is 
illegal, if you had only taken the illegal course we recommend, you 
would have got rid of this discreditable gambling, because although 
the Messrs. Rothschild, some of whom have been Members of this 
House, are men of honour, yet they have a great number of clerks 
who are all gambling on the Stock Exchange.'' Now, my belief is 
that the Messrs. Rothschild kept the secret as well as Her Majesty's 
Government, for I do not think a single human being connected 
with them knew anything about it. And, indeed, it was quite 
unnecessary for the Messrs. Rothschild to have violated the con¬ 
fidence which we reposed in them, and quite unnecessary even for 
the Members of Her Majesty’s Government to hold their tongues, 
for no sooner was the proposal accepted than a telegram from Grand 
Cairo transmitted the news to the Stock Exchange, and it was 
that telegram which was the cause of all the speculation and gam¬ 
bling to which the right honourable Gentleman has referred. It 
is a fact that while the matter was a dead secret in England, the 
news was transmitted from Cairo. That was the intelligence on 
which the operations occurred. But I wish to say one word respect¬ 
ing the moral observations which have been made. As to gambling 
on the Stock Exchange, are we really to refrain from doing that 
which we think is proper and advantageous to the country because 
it may lead to speculation? Why, not a remark was made bv the 
noble Lord, who has just addressed the House, the other night, 
or by me in reply, that would not affect the funds. On the one 
side people would say—“The Government are in great difficulty, 
and probably a Vote of Censure will arise out of this Suez Canal 
speculation," while other persons would observe—“There is evi¬ 
dently something coming about Egypt, and he is not going to let 
it all out." Ought we to refrain from doing what is necessary for 
the public welfare because it leads to stock-jobbing? Why, there 
is not an incident in the history of the world that led to so much 
stock-jobbing as the battle of Waterloo, and are we to regret that 
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that glorious battle was fought and won because it led to stock- 
jobbing? So much for the operations on the Stock Exchange. I 
think we have been listening all night to remarks on this transaction 
that have very little foundation. We have been admonished for 
conduct which has led to stock-jobbing and we have been admon¬ 
ished because we applied to a private firm when, from the state 
of the law, I have shown that it was absolutely necessary from the 
character of the circumstances we had to deal with that a private 
firm should be appealed to. 

And now I come to the policy of the two right honourable 
Gentlemen, for on that portion of the subject they appear to agree 
very much. The right honourable Gentleman the Member for the 
University of London says—'‘You have your shares, but you have 
no dividends.” And the right honourable Gentleman the Member 
for Greenwich says—"You have your shares, but you have no votes.” 
That is the great lamentation of the two right honourable Gentle¬ 
men. Shrieking and screaming out—"You have no votes and no 
dividends, though you have the shares,” they account for conduct 
on the part of the Government so totally devoid of sense and cal¬ 
culation as that the Government should become encumbered with 
all these shares, and yet possess neither the advantage of dividends 
nor of voting power. They say this is due to the simple circum¬ 
stance that we acted in total ignorance, that we were innocent- 
nay, more than innocent—and that the most becoming thing for 
us to do would be to acknowledge and, at the same time, to regret 
our fault. Instead of that, they say we triumph in our ignorance, 
and they absolutely pretend that we were aware of the immense 
blunder we have committed. It is very remarkable that the two 
right honourable Gentlemen should have ventured to take up such 
a position in this case. What is this question of the Suez Canal? 
From the numerous Papers which have been placed before the 
House, the House must be tolerably aware that during the whole 
period of the existence of the present Parliament the question of the 
Suez Canal has more or less been before us. I am not sure that in 
the first Cabinet Council we held some decision was not come to on 
the subject. Then the International Comihission at Constantinople 
had either just terminated, or was involving the Government in a 
painful and difficult Correspondence. We were represented at 
the International Commission by Colonel Stokes, who is com¬ 
pletely master of the subject, an invaluable public servant, and 
a man of great intelligence, and who had completely mastered all 
the details of what was then a very complicated question. From 
that time until we made the purchase in October last Colonel 
Stokes has been in almost constant attendance at the Foreign Office. 
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The question of the Suez Canal was constantly before us, and 
therefore I need not go further to show to the Committee that, 
although it happened to be a subject upon which we were called 
in the present instance to decide hastily, we had the advantage 
of much previous knowledge. Why, my right honourable Friend 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer was intimately acquainted with 
the subject, and was himself present at the opening of the Suez 
Canal. Nothing, in short, can be more unfounded than the as¬ 
sumption of the two right honourable Gentlemen, who wished 
to convey to the House that Her Majesty's Government had entered 
into their agreement in perfect ignorance of all the circumstances 
of the case. This, in fact, was the style of the whole speech of the 
right honourable Gentleman (Mr. Lowe). Take this away; con¬ 
vince the right honourable Gentleman—or convince, what is easier 
and more satisfactory, the Committee—that we were aware of these 
circumstances, and the right honourable Gentleman himself con¬ 
fesses that he might as well have made no speech at all. 

Then the right honourable Gentleman the Member for Green¬ 
wich (Mr. Gladstone) proceeds in his attack in his own way, 
and makes a great many objections, but takes up two great positions 
as grounds of condemnation. “First of all," he says, “I object to 
this purchase, because it will give you no influence." That is the 
assertion of the right honourable Gentleman. I might meet it with 
a counter assertion. I might offer many arguments to show that it 
will give us a great deal of influence. I might refer to that which 
has already occurred, and which, though not in its results very 
considerable, shows some advantage from what has been done, 
while before a year has elapsed it will possibly show much more. 

I might refer to the general conviction and the common sense of 
society that such an investment cannot be treated as absolutely idle 
and nugatory, as the right honourable Gentleman wishes to treat it. 
The right honourable Gentleman takes a position from which it is 
certainly difficult to dislodge him, because it is perfectly arbitrary. 
He says—“You have no votes." He views the question abstractedly. 
He says—“Here is a company, and you have a great many shares 
in it, but you are not allowed to vote, and therefore it follows you 
can have no influence." But everybody knows that in the world 
things are not managed in that way, and that if you have a large 
amount of capital in any concern, whatever may be the restrictions 
under which it is invested, the capitalist does exercise influence. 

Then the right honourable Gentleman says—“You have no real 
control over the purchase you have made; and yet that purchase 
will lead to great complications." Sir, I have no doubt that com¬ 
plications will occur. They always have occurred, and I should 
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like to know the state of affairs and of society in which complica¬ 
tions do not and will not occur. We are here to guard the country 
against complications, and to guide it in the event of complications; 
and the argument that we are to do nothing—never dare to move, 
never try to increase our strength and improve our position, because 
we are afraid of complications is certainly a new view of English 
policy, and one which I believe the House of Commons will never 
sanction. I think under these two heads all the criticisms of the 
right honourable Gentleman are contained. But the noble Lord 
who has just addressed us says many points were made by the right 
honourable Gentleman which the Chancellor of the Exchequer 
did not answer. There is no precedent of a British Ministry treat¬ 
ing with a private firm; my right honourable Friend did not an- 
swer that. [Mr. Gladstone: I did not say so.] ITie right honour¬ 
able Gentleman, however, says he made no observation of the kind. 
Then the noble Lord says my right honourable Friend never an 
swered the charge about speculations in Egyptian Stock. Well, 
I have answered that charge. The noble Lord says my right honour¬ 
able Friend never touched upon the amount of the commission. 
I have touched upon it. He says that we never thoroughly cleared 
ourselves from the charge of not buying the 15 per cent shares. 
I am here to vindicate our conduct on that point. In purchasing 
the shares we did, we purchased what we wanted, we gained the 
end we wished, and why we should involve the country in another 
purchase, when we should thereby only have repeated the result 
we had already achieved I cannot understand. The noble Lord 
says my right honourable Friend never expressed what expectations 
we had of receiving the £200,000 a-ycar from the Khedive, but 
we do not suppose that interest which is at the rate of 5 per cent 
is quite as secure as it would be if it were at the rate of 314 per 
cent. Then the noble Lord says that my right honourable Friend 
never met the charge of the right honourable Gentleman that our 
policy would lead to complications with other nations. We believe, 
on the contrary, that, instead of leading to complications with other 
nations, the step which we have taken is one which will avert 
complications. These are matters which to a great degree must 
be matters of opinion; but the most remarkable feature of the long 
harangue of the right honourable Gentleman the Member for 
Greenwich is that it was in a great degree a series of assumptions, 
abstract reasonings, and arbitrary conclusions, after which he sat 
down quite surprised that the Vote should be passed unanimously, 
and requesting his allies to attack us for not answering that which 

" The Marquess of Hartington. 
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we have felt not to be substantial, but to consist of assumptions 
which we believe experience will prove to be entirely false. 

The right honourable Gentleman charged us, lastly, with not 
having answered a charge of having abandoned a strong position. 
The right honourable Gentleman pictured us as having been in 
a good position before this—a position which he charged us with 
having abandoned for one of a more doubtful character. Here 
again, what proof does he bring of the charge he makes? We found 
ourselves in a position which has been called a strong position, 
but we could not for a moment think that our position with regard 
to the Canal was satisfactory. The International Commission sat, 
as honourable Members know, before the Conservatives acceded 
to power, and the work it did was greatly assisted by our Predeces¬ 
sors, and by a number of other able and eminent men; but, as I 
have said, no one who remembers all the circumstances of the case 
and what has occurred since, can for a moment pretend that our 
position with regard to the Canal was then satisfactory. At the 
moment Turkey was in a very different position from that which 
she occupies at present, as far as authority is concerned. The 
Khedive himself was in a very good position; and yet those who 
are familiar with what occurred at that time know the great dif¬ 
ficulties which the Government experienced, and the very doubt¬ 
ful manner in which, for a considerable time, affairs looked with 
regard to the whole business.'*^ Therefore 1 do not agree with the 
right honourable Gentleman. I feel that at this moment our posi¬ 
tion is much stronger, and for the reason that we are possessors 
of a great portion of the capital invested in the Canal. 

The noble Lord himself has expressed great dissatisfaction, be¬ 
cause I have not told him what the conduct of the Government 
would be with regard to the Canal in a time of war. I must say 
that on this subject I wish to retain my reserve. I cannot conceive 
anything more imprudent than a discussion in this House at the 
present time as to the conduct of England with regard to the Suez 
Canal in time of war, and I shall therefore decline to enter upon 

any discussion on the subject.What we have to do tonight 

is to agree to the Vote for the purchase of these shares. I have 
never recommended, and I do not now recommend this purchase 
as a financial investment. If it gave us 10 per cent of interest and 

** As Disraeli implies, Turkey had recently gone bankrupt and the 
Khedive was in financial difficulties so that safeguards in dealing with De 
Lessens, the projector of the canal, who was anxious for French domination 
had disappeared for England. Yet four fifths of the shipping that used the 
canal was British. 
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a security as good as the Consols, I do not think an English Min¬ 
ister would be justified in making such an investment; still less if 
he is obliged to borrow the money for the occasion. I do not 
recommend it either as a commercial speculation, although I believe 
that many of those who have looked upon it with little favour will 
probably be surprised with the pecuniary results of the purchase. 
I have always, and do now recommend it to the country as a polit¬ 
ical transaction, and one which I believe is calculated to strengthen 
the Empire. That is the spirit in which it has been accepted by 
the country, which understands it though the two right honourable 
critics may not. They are really seasick of the ^'Silver Streak."' 
They want the Empire to be maintained, to be strengthened; they 
will not be alarmed even it be increased. Because they think we 
are obtaining a great hold and interest in this important portion 
of Africa—because they believe that it secures to us a highway 
to our Indian Empire and our other dependencies, the people of 
England have from the first recognized the propriety and the 
wisdom of the step which we shall sanction tonight. 

[Question put, and agreed to. 

Resolution to be reported this day; 

Committee to sit again upon Wednesday.] 


^‘^The English Channel. 



8 . The Liheral Policies 


This speech, dealing with Glad¬ 
stone s new government, was de¬ 
livered on January 6, 1881, It may 
he found in Hansard (CCLVll 
[3d Ser.], 15-25), 

Its pessimistic tone typifies Dis¬ 
raelis last utterances on foreign 
affairs (cf, Bernard, Lord Coleridge, 
This for Remembrance [London: 
T, F, Unwin, Ltd,, 1925], pp, 
144-46), Its full significance be¬ 
comes more nearly comprehensible 
if it be related to the material in 
Gladstone's speech, *‘The British 


Empire — Foreign Affairs*' (page 
283), Gladstone had attacked Con¬ 
servative policies with fervor in 
his famous Midlothian campaign 
of 1879—everything from the con¬ 
fusion in finance to the restless¬ 
ness of Europe, the misadventures 
in Africa, and the violence to the 
sanctity of life in the hills of 
Afghanistan. The Liberals won 
the general election of 1880, and 
there was, perchance, little that 
Disraeli could do in 1881 save 
complain. 


The Earl of Beaconsfield, who was cheered on rising, said,—My 
lords, I wish I could feel it my duty to treat the matters before 
us to-night in as pleasant a manner as the two noble lords who 
have just addressed us have done. I agree with my noble friend 
and neighbour who moved the address that the times are critical, 
and, although I am sure that your lordships are not pessimists, and 
although, whatever my errors are, pessimism is not generally among 
the imputations made against me, I confess I have never addressed 
Parliament with a more deep sense of anxiety and gloom than that 
which the present state of affairs brings me to feel. There have 
been occasions in which our foreign affairs have filled us with 
anxiety, occasions on which our colonial position has been very 
critical. There have been occasions before this on which our 
domestic interests, influenced by Ireland, filled the nation with 
alarm. There have been occasions also in which events have oc¬ 
curred which have demanded the serious attention of Parliament, 
and which cannot, perhaps, be ranged under the heads I have 
noticed. But, my lords, I do not recollect a time in which, not only 
our position in important colonies, not only the almost unparalleled 
state of our relations with Ireland, but the many other troubles 
which may require your attention this session, all at the same time 
have occurred and have demanded the deepest consideration, the 
deepest sense of responsibility, on the part of your lordships. And, 
my lords, I am bound to say that I cannot help feeling that much 
of the disaster with which we have to grapple at present, is to be 

Lord Carrington and the Earl of Yarborough. 

Lord Carrington. 
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attributed in a great degree to the spirit in which Her Majesty's 
present ministers acceded to office. 

My lords, in old days, in times within our experience, when 
there was a change of administration, it was always considered the 
duty of both parties to effect no more alteration in the general 
conduct of our affairs than was absolutely necessary. On former 
occasions it was generally understood that though there ought to 
be, and, of course, there was, a due assertion of differences of party 
principles, still, so far as it was possible, unnecessary changes were 
to be discouraged in the general conduct of our affairs, so that there 
should be some continuity of policy; and though there were imputa¬ 
tions made, I fear sometimes with justice, but often very unjustly, 
against our parliamentary government, of the inconsistency in which 
it involved our affairs, very frequently parliamentary government 
could not justly be open to that imputation. Well, my lords, it 
must be admitted that this action to which I have referred intro¬ 
duced some feeling of magnanimity into public life, and its absence 
is very much regretted. No doubt it added greatly to the strength 
of our functions. But when the new administration was formed 
nothing of the kind was done. On the contrary, in every manner 
and on every occasion it was announced that the change of Govern¬ 
ment meant a change in every part and portion of the Government; 
that everything which had been concluded was to be repudiated; 
that everything consummated was to be reversed, and upon the most 
important questions, either of our foreign relations, our colonial 
situation, or our domestic policy with regard to Ireland, upon all 
these questions the utmost change must immediately and rapidly 
be accomplished. Perpetual and complete reversal of all that had 
occurred was the order that was given and the profession that was 
announced. 

See, my lords, how this has worked. Take the case which the 
noble lord who has just addressed you adduced—take the case of our 
foreign relations. The system of repudiating everything that was 
approved, promoted, or carried into effect by their predecessors, this 
system may be tried very well upon the very subject to which the 
noble lord has referred. Everything was to be altered. Well, though 
you might denounce and abuse the Treaty of Berlin, you could not 
repudiate that treaty, and you could not reverse it. The Treaty 
of Berlin, being so completely disapproved of by the new Govern¬ 
ment, it was proposed, most ingeniously, that, as there had been 
a Congress at Berlin, there should also be a Conference at Berlin; 
and it was generally understood and felt by everyone that that 
meant that the regulations of the Congress of Berlin were in fact 
to be modified, changed, and superseded by the determinations of 
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the Conference.^® Now, how has that been accomplished? In my 
observations to night 1 will avoid arguing on matters of policy, for 
which there will be other occasions; but all sensible men will agree 
that, whatever may have been the defects of the Treaty of Berlin— 
though I admit none—or the points that may have been neglected 
or left unsettled, one thing was quite clear and was generally ad¬ 
mitted, that at last the peace of Europe was secured. I believe that 
the Conference of Berlin had the contrary effect, and I think I 
am not using an unauthorised expression when I say that the result 
of that Conference was, that the war in the East of Europe and 
in the West of Asia was on the point of being revived, and Eng¬ 
land was near being a belligerent, and a belligerent, too, against 
our old ally. No one can say now that the peace of Europe is 
certain, or that we are perfectly secure. We have very little infor¬ 
mation on this subject, though I presume that more will be afforded, 
but from what we see there is no doubt that even in the space of 
twenty-four hours events may occur which might shake that peace. 
What is the cause of all this? It is because Her Majesty's Govern¬ 
ment, directly they took office, got into this system of superseding 
and disturbing everything their predecessors had settled. 

Now let me advert to another question—that, namely, of Afghani¬ 
stan. That is a question that must come before the House and 
I believe my noble friend the late Governor-General of India will 
take an opportunity of bringing it before your lordships' notice. 
Whatever may be our opinion as to the policy or impolicy of the 
military occupation of Afghanistan, in this, I think, all will agree 
—that it was an event of great political moment, and that it was 
undertaken in consequence of information, part of which only has 
as yet been revealed to the country, but which is adequate to 
enable them to learn that it was preceded by startling incidents 
of conduct on the part of another great Power,^*^ which demanded 
serious consideration. Her Majesty’s Government may be perfectly 
right in the views they take on the subject of Afghanistan. The 
occupation of that country may have been a most impolitic act, 
and it may be their duty to counteract its effect, and to terminate 
the policy that we attempted to establish. All this may be per¬ 
fectly true, but all impartial persons will feel that such a step should 
be taken with great prudence, that it should be taken gradually, 
and that ministers ought not to have gone to the housetops to 
proclaim their peril to the world—their peril; I may rather say their 

Neither Disraeli nor his chief biographer has more to say on this point, 
‘•The Earl of Lytton. / r- 

“ Russia, 
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perplexity. We must remember also that the military feat of the 
invasion and occupation of Afghanistan was no mean one. Rarely 
have the discipline and valour of our troops, both British and 
native, been more distinguished, and, above all, we have produced 
a General equal to any conjuncture of the war. I’hese were all 
circumstances that won respect in Asia and Europe; but the min¬ 
isters, as I say, go to the housetops to proclaim to every bazaar 
in the East that they do not know what to do, and that, after all 
this anxiety, they are going to scuttle out of the country as fast 
as they can. 

What I want your lordships chiefly to observe is the consequence 
of such conduct, which is of the most destructive and deleterious 
kind. It may have been our policy to quit Afghanistan, but if we 
quit it in this spirit and after such declarations every military 
adventurer feels, “This is my opportunity: the British are going 
to leave this country, and I will succeed them as far as I can.” 
Clearly, you have produced a state of anarchy, and at last you say 
that you will consummate your confession of impotence and blun¬ 
dering by giving up the city of Candahar. But why has all this 
taken place? Because there have been declarations made on the 
subject, declarations of the most unmeasured kind; because the 
country has been agitated to believe that the change of Govern¬ 
ment would instantly terminate the dangerous occupation of Afghan¬ 
istan; and because pledges made in total ignorance of the 
circumstances of the case have now to be redeemed at the cost 
of the credit of the country. Both in foreign affairs and in Afghan¬ 
istan—in the one because the peace of Europe is no longer assured 
but menaced, and in the other because Central Asia is in a state 
of anarchy—you have now to pay the cost of declarations made in 
a polemical and not in a political sense to the people of the country. 

I must now touch on that subject which, after all, absorbs all 
our thoughts at the present moment, and that is the subject of 
Ireland. When the late Government were responsible for the 
administration of affairs, the state of Ireland undoubtedly caused 
much anxiety. In ordinary circumstances I believe the skilful 
administration of my noble friend near ifte would in no way have 
been disturbed; but we had a terrible visitation, and have at the 
same time to deal with a body of men who will take advantage 
of distress to render the work of government more difficult. Fortu¬ 
nately the famine was not as fatal as we once feared, and the 
measures taken by the Government and supported by private charity 
almost unprecedented, which, under the direction of a noble lady,^'^ 


“The Duchess of Marlborough. 
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touched the hearts of the Irish for the time, gave us every hope that 
we might proceed without further disaster. The Peace Preserva¬ 
tion Act certainly had a beneficial effect, and greatly assisted the 
Government; and our opinion was, although we had before us 
information which is, no doubt, well known to the present ministers, 
that it would be possible to carry affairs safely through with the 
law that then existed, and that, with the mitigation of the calamity 
that then prevailed, we might grapple with the conspirators, who 
seek not merely separation from this country, but the establishment 
of an independent foreign Power. 

Just before the general election I felt it my duty, occupying 
the position I then did, to place before the country issues which 
I thought were of vast importance, and which demanded at that 
critical time the consideration of the country. Not sitting in the 
other House of Parliament, and therefore not having the privilege 
of addressing my old constituents, as in old days, I thought it 
becoming to address to the Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland a letter, in 
which I called the attention of the country to the state of Ireland. 
I placed before the country only two points. I warned it to be most 
careful not to meddle thoughtlessly with foreign affairs, because 
I foresaw that if it did, there would be a chance, and more than 
a chance, of a European war. What has occurred has, I think, quite 
justified that warning; but we can at least hope that, a war not 
having occurred. Her Majesty^s ministers may have been success¬ 
ful in preventing it. But as regards Ireland, in my letter to the 
Lord-Lieutenant—on March 8, I think it was—I warned the country 
that if the Government did not show a becoming vigilance, some¬ 
thing would happen which would be almost as bad as famine 
and pestilence. 

I think it utter mockery to discuss any questions connected with 
Ireland now, except the restoration of peace and order, the re¬ 
establishment of the sovereignty of the Queen, and a policy that 
will announce to Europe that the spirit of England has not ceased, 
and that, great as are the dangers that now environ ministers, the 
Parliament of England will be equal to the occasion. 

There is omitted further details on the Irish situation. 
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G ladstone acknowledged, in a speech of 1866 on Parliamen¬ 
tary reform,^ the sources of his early political philosophy: 

“I was bred under the shadow of the great name of Canning; 
every influence connected with that name governed the first polit¬ 
ical impressions of my childhood and my youth; with Mr. Canning 
I rejoiced in the removal of religious disabilities from the Roman 
Catholic body, and in the free and truly British tone which he 
gave to our policy abroad; with Mr. Canning I rejoiced in the 
opening he made towards the establishment of free commercial 
interchanges between nations; with Mr. Canning and under the 
shadow of that great name, and under the shadow of the yet more 
venerable name of Burke, 1 grant my youthful mind and imagina¬ 
tion were impressed. 

He was, indeed, more conservative than his words suggest and 
thus came to represent for a considerable period, as Macaulay has 
said, the rising hope of stern and unbending Tories. 

William Ewart Gladstone (1809-1898) was a member of a 
wealthy commercial family of Liverpool which held large sugar 
plantations in the West Indies. He went to Eton and then Ox¬ 
ford, where as a student he won highest honors and, as a debater, 
the presidency of the Oxford Union. Religious by nature, he 
thought of entering the church but was eventually persuaded by 
his father that politics held vast possibilities for good. His con¬ 
servative tendencies and his abilities came to the attention of 
the Duke of Newcastle, by whom he was asked to stand for the 
borough of Newark in 1832. He declared himself under obliga¬ 
tion to watch and resist 'uninquiring and undiscriminating desire 
for change'' in his hustings address, won the election, and took 
his seat for the session of 1833. 

The year 1833, therefore, saw the beginning of a Parliamen- 

' Hansard, CLXXXIII C3d Ser.), 129 (April 27, 1866). 
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tary career which, lasting sixty-three years, was destin^^d to be 
the longest active career of any English statesman of first rank. 
He was 'opposed in 1833 to men who might have been his 
grandfathers; he was opposed in 1893 to men who might have 
been his grand-children.^'^ His speeches during those years 
covered the whole range of politics; they are to be found here 
and there in 366 volumes of the Parliamentary Debates and 
utilize 15,000 columns. A mere list of all addresses delivered 
both within and beyond the House of Commons fills 85 pages. 
In addition,^ there came from his pen numerous books and 
articles chiefly on religious subjects and on the Homeric ques¬ 
tion. Besides, his personal papers, correspondence, memoranda, 
etc., known as the Hawarden Papers, "comprise between 200,000 
and 300,000 documents over all of which is impressed by the 
annotation or otherwise the individuality of Mr. Gladstone." 
He may be said, indeed, to have been the embodiment of energy. 

Gladstone took official position in Peel's government of 1834- 
1835 as junior Lord of the Treasury and later as Under Secretary 
of State for the colonies. Again in 1841 he served under the 
same leader as Vice-President of the Board of Trade. Winning 
promotion by 1843, he accepted the presidency of the Board of 
Lrade with Cabinet rank. In this position he became involved 
in a question of Parliamentary control of railways. The speech 
(page 261) he made suggests that he was early opposed to laissez 
faire in a case where the public needed governmental protection. 
He had already shown much ability as an able and frequent 
speaker but disagreed with the Cabinet on a religious question 
concerning Ireland and withdrew from its membership. A short 
time later, however, he assumed the secretaryship of state for the 
colonies, and, since this appointment obliged him to vacate his 
seat and since he was no longer willing to defend the Corn Laws 
as a patron of Newark might desire him to do, he did not offer 
himself for re-election. Strange to say, he was therefore in the 
Cabinet but not in the House at the very time that Peel sorely 
needed his assistance in debates. 

“James Bryce, William Ewart Gladstone (New York: Century Company, 
1898), p. 19. 

*Cf. Arthur Tilney Bassett, Gladstone's Speeches, Descriptive Index and 
Bibliography (Lx)ndon: Methuen and Company, Ltd., 1916), pp. 6-91. 

*The Gladstone Papers (London: Cassell and Company, Ltd., 1980), 
p. 5. 
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The fall of PeeFs last administration may be said to have 
ended the early career of Gladstone. During the period he is 
seemingly in contrast to Disraeli in the lack of interest in the, ^ 
distressing problems of the workingman.^ It is true that in his 
election speech in 1832 he had declared that labor should receive 
adequate pay but the generalities so smoothly and sympatheti¬ 
cally stated by Disraeli on the subject of the oppressed poor are 
more or less lacking from Gladstone s expressions. On the other 
hand judgment can hardly be passed rightly upon the latter s 
contribution without consideration of his budgetary accomplish¬ 
ments in the fifties and sixties. If, as he believed, the social and 
economic condition of the masses can best be ameliorated by a 
reduction in the pressing burden of taxation, by fiscal freedom, 
by extended trade, by more abundant employment and higher 
real wages,^' then, perhaps, may his budget speeches of 1853 and 
1860 be placed side by side with Disraeli's novels as faetors in¬ 
fluential in producing a happier environment for the working 
classes. 

In any case his budgets brought fame—whether or no they 
made practicable for England, as has been claimed, the change 
from high protection to a full measure of free trade. The speeeh 
of 1853 took over four hours to deliver, was received with con¬ 
siderable enthusiasm, and is readable even today though another, 
'‘International Monetary Conference" (page 299), gives more 
interesting data from the view of present discussions at the same 
time that it typifies Gladstone's abilities to think and speak logi¬ 
cally on financial matters. The budget of 1853 simplified and 
reduced the custom duties and recouped these losses by increas¬ 
ing the income tax and by introducing a succession duty on real 
property; it thus placed, it may be affirmed, the burden of tax¬ 
ation upon the section of society best able to bear it. Subsequent 
budgets had to be prepared with the idea of meeting the outlay 
of the Crimean War, but the budget of 1860 is particularly note¬ 
worthy for being bound up with the problems of a commercial 
treaty with France and the abolition of the paper duty at home. 

*Cf. Walter P. Hall, Mr. Gladstone (New York: W. W. Norton and 
Company, Inc., 1931), pp. 42-43. 

•Cf. Francis W. Hirsh, Gladstone as Financier and Economist (London: 
Ernest Benn, Ltd., 1931), p. xxii. 
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By the accomplishment of the latter object in 1861 freedom of 
the press and the extension of intelligence were furthered. 

Gladstone hardly knew, however, though he had served as 
Chancellor of the Exchequer under the Liberals, with which 
party his political future lay. But a trip to Naples where he saw 
at firsthand degrading prison conditions and a total disregard 
of justice caused him to challenge that part of a Conservative 
program which was linked to repression. His interest in Italian 
liberty placed him at Palmerston's side even if he was unable to 
accept the latter's chauvinism as represented in the Don Pacifico 
incident. He probably was questioning whether or no Disraeli 
could ever become a compatible colleague. He felt reactions 
from his constitutency of Oxford LIniversity which, if it was con¬ 
servative, nevertheless was in advance of the pocket borough of 
Newark. As Gladstone himself was wont to sum up the situation, 
the slow and relentless forces of conviction were carrying him 
away from his early affiliations. He remained as Palmerston's 
Chancellor of the Exchequer during the early sixties albeit he 
was not Palmerstonian in his attitude toward questions of mili¬ 
tary expenditure or Parliamentary reform. Indeed his famous 
speech in 1864 (cf. 'Tarliamcntary Reform," page 264) on the 
question of further enfranchisement may be said to be precur¬ 
sory to the activity in 1866 and 1884. In the early sixties, too, 
he already showed that tendency in his non-Parliamentary 
speeches, more noticeable, perhaps, in his later career, to talk to 
the galleries. His speech at Newcastle, for example, in which 
he forcefully declared that Jefferson Davis and other leaders of 
the South had made a nation was unfortunate in its effect as he 
later acknowledged.^ Incidentally he was so far from retaining 
rancor against the American assailants of those words that he 
later faced unpopularity at home to settle the Alabama claims 
under the Treaty of Washington (1871) and gave to the world 
the principle of international arbitratioa in a most serious and 
important problem. 

The election of 1865 brought defeat to Gladstone at Oxford. 
He was returned from South Lancashire, howQver, and an¬ 
nounced to his new constitutents that he was now 'unmuzzled." 
In the future he was to be no mere upholder of tradition but 

^ John Morley, The Life of William Ewart Gladstone CNew York; The 
Macmillan Company, 1903), II, 81. 
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the reformer and pioneer* The opportunity in fact was at hand. 
Three months to the day from the South Lancashire statement 
Palmerston lay dead. Earl Russell formed a ministry in which 
Gladstone was not only Chancellor of the Exchequer and leader 
of the House but also the primum movens in the administration. 
Unfortunately he soon discovered that the forces of conviction 
had not leavened equally the minds of all members of his party. 
A section led by Robert Lowe still adhered to Whig ideas on 
Parliamentary reform, the Radicals following John Bright were 
crusaders of democracy, the majority waited upon Gladstone's 
guidance. He chose Parliamentary reform, brought in the bill 
of 1866, pleased the Radicals, alienated the Whigs, met defeat 
with his measure, and caused the resignation of the government. 
Disraeli had better luck with Parliamentary reform but in turn 
met with defeat not only in the House but in the election of 
1868, largely on the question of disestablishment of the Anglican 
Church in Ireland. 

Gladstone became Prime Minister in 1868. He had reached 
what Disraeli called the top of the greasy pole. His history, for 
the period 1868-1874, like the history of Disraeli in the sub¬ 
sequent administration, is the history of England. Good wood¬ 
man that he was, he attacked three branches of Ireland's upas 
tree and lopped off two: in spite of the Lords' opposition he 
carried disestablishment; he also passed a land act which gave 
Irish tenants compensation for unexhausted improvements, but 
he failed in his Irish education schemes. Among domestic re¬ 
forms Gladstone's administration accomplished an extension of 
the principle of competition for civil service, an end of university 
tests which excluded Nonconformists from academic privileges, 
an experiment in the use of the ballot, a scheme of national 
education, and changes in the organization of the Army. For 
Gladstone's statement of his attainments to the year 1871, see 
''Accomplishments of the Administration" (page 270). Unfor¬ 
tunately, reforms were apt to disturb vested rights; the Education 
Act made the Dissenters in his own party rebellious because of 
terms which they considered too advantageous to the Established 
Church; and trade-unions, more important in politics since the 
passage of the 1867 Reform Act, were fretful over their inability 
to force legislation that would work effectively for their interests. 
The election of 1874 was lost. 
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By 1875 Gladstone determined to give up the leadership of 
his party and to devote his energy to writing. However sincere 
he may have been in intentions, he soon found developments 
in the Balkans and Disraeli's foreign policy arousing his passions. 
His pamphlet, Bulgarian Horrors and the Question of the East, 
which was published in September 1876, was sold at a rate of 
more than 10,000 copies a day; in it he demanded that the Turks 
relieve the countries which they had desolated by carrying off 
themselves: ''Their Zaptiehs and their Mudirs, their Bimbashis 
and their Yuzbashis, their Kaimakams and their Pashas, one and 
all, bag and baggage." 

He attacked, within a few months, the pro-Turkish administra¬ 
tion of Disraeli from railway platforms. Much as political motives 
and policies may have influenced him, still more did his religious 
enthusiasm force him to demand protection for the Eastern 
Christians. But, even so, numerous speeches in a Midlothian 
campaign of 1879 (cf. "The British Empire—Foreign Affairs," 
page 283) afford evidence of his anxiety for a Liberal victory in 
the next general election. 

Gladstone won the election of 1880 but it can hardly be truth¬ 
fully said that his new administration was as successful as the 
previous one from 1868 to 1874. At the beginning, the question 
of whether Bradlaugh could affirm or take the oath of office 
tended to undermine his control of the House. Ireland was a 
constant source of trouble; Irish Nationalists carried on a cam¬ 
paign of obstruction in Parliament to such a degree that the 
introduction of the principle of closure was deemed necessary. 
Conduct of foreign affairs and especially the death of Gordon 
at Khartoum suggested that Gladstone's abilities were hardly 
comprehensive enough for an adequate treatment on his part 
of problems of the empire or even of the Union. On the other 
hand he passed the Reform Bills of 188^-1885, which extended 
the working of the Act of 1867 to the counties and accomplished 
some needed redistribution, the Corrupt Practices Act of 1883 
which dealt fairly effectively with the problems of bribery at 
elections, and, most important perhaps of all his legislative 
achievements, the Irish Land Bill of 1881. This measure per¬ 
mitted governmental interference with private property by pur¬ 
porting to give the Irish the three E! sa4n the tongue of the 
Liberals, fair ren t, fixity of tenure, tree^sale^Jnjhejongue of the 
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Conser^ive?;, fraud , force, foUv- Perhaps any act was destined 
to TaiTmat attempts to give fair rent in a decade of rapidly 
changing economic conditions, but in any case this particular 
measure was not to the universal liking of the Irish, whose fac¬ 
tious opposition caused the Liberals once again to turn to co¬ 
ercion. 

By the time a new election was held the Irish problem had 
beeome a speeter to both major political parties. The Conserv¬ 
atives who had taken office a few months earlier upon the defeat 
of the Liberal budget bill, contained, among leading members, 
personages who were not averse to trying some form of Home 
Rule. Gladstone’s position was, for a time, unknown except that 
he expressed hope of a Liberal majority sufficiently large that his 
party without the aid of Irish Nationalists might be able to pass 
appropriate legislation. His hope was not fulfilled. The election 
returns showed that Conservatives and Irish Nationalists equaled 
numerically the Liberals, and Gladstone determined to intro¬ 
duce a Home Rule Bill. 

The Liberal leader has frequently been blamed for attacking 
the Irish problem before he had consolidated his position polit¬ 
ically by passing legislation for the rural laborers who had stood 
by him in the election of 1885. But, in opposition to this criti¬ 
cism, it may be said that Ireland was a problem pressing for 
solution and that Gladstone, by reason of his own advanced 
age, needed to be ''in a hurry.” Whether or no he was influenced 
by considerations of future fame, it is a fact that he had already 
won great renown for domestic legislation, but the leader who 
solved the Irish problem would be not only the Grand Old Man 
to his own party but the greatest European statesman of the 
nineteenth century. But the feat was too great even for the 
energy and ability of a Gladstone. Assailed alike by political 
opponents and by members of his own party, 93 of whom voted 
against him, his measure lost on the second reading by 343 to 
313. But before the division had taken place Gladstone gave one 
of his most interesting speeches (cf. "Government of Ireland 
Bill,” page 288). The appeal to the nation which he now de¬ 
manded (1886) was unsuccessful. A new opportunity was not 
presented until 1892 when at eighty-two years of age he formed 
his last administration. A Home Rule Bill which he then spon¬ 
sored was passed by the Commons but defeated by the Lords* 
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His last words in the House of Commons in March 1894 re¬ 
ferred to a problem upon which a new century has acted by 
the Parliameiib^ill of 1911. 

Resigning at last from further official services to a sovereign 
whose reign he had helped to make famous, he received from 
the Queen “not one syllable .... either as to the future or the 
past.” English financiers, more grateful than Her Majesty, were 
wont to praise the last administration in so far as it had stated 
with finality through its leader an adherence to the gold standard 
(“International Monetary Conference,” page 299). 

As an orator Gladstone probably outranked all his contem¬ 
poraries save John Bright. The expressive modulation of his 
voice, the grace and variety of his gestures, the force of his 
delivery, the lively imagery coming from his illustrations and 
quotations, the skillful use of sarcasm, the flash of his eye, the 
impression which he conveyed of his own conviction—all are 
famous. Likewise was he remarkable for the range of his inter¬ 
ests which, save for certain aspects of scientific and historical re¬ 
search, was comprehensive (cf. “Training in the University,” 
page 307). So great was his oratorical fame, indeed, that the 
speeches themselves need vindication. They are sometimes 
spoken of as unreadable though at the time of delivery their 
effectiveness was such as to change the course of history. In 
reality, a careful perusal of them will not leave even the reader 
of today untouched, especially in those passages where the ora¬ 
tor’s indignation is expressed or where, on the other hand, his 
ideas are supported by appropriate quotations from the classics. 

Gladstone in his last years remained actively engaged in 
literary work and, to some extent, interested in current European 
problems. He died in May 1898, carried off by the same disease, 
probably, of which his early political hero. Canning, had died. 



L Railways 


Gladstone asked the House, on 
February 5, 1844, to appoint a 
committee to inquire into many 
points connected with railways. 
The request was granted, and on 
March 4 a report was called to the 
attention of the Commons (Han¬ 
sard, LXXlll [U Ser.], S16). 
Out of the committee s activity 
came a bill dealing largely with 
Parliamentary rights to purchase 


future railways and with matters 
involving passenger service. Glad¬ 
stone's speech, which ended by 
moving a second reading, began 
with a discussion of the composi¬ 
tion and opinions of the committee. 
It then dealt with the opponents of 
the measure (cf. Hansard, LXXVI 
[3d Ser.], 480-509 [July 8, 1844]). 
Only a small portion of it is pre¬ 
sented. 


Those powerful Companies that were now somewhat strong in 
impeding the legislative power of Parliament, would become stronger 
by delay. If they were now strong in their opposition to this Bill, 
they would increase in strength in a future Parliament. He there¬ 
fore warned the House how they let slip the present opportunity 
for adopting a proposition which he thought would be effectual 
for the execution of those powers it was deemed wise and salutary 
to establish. If this were done, it should not be his fault. If the 
House allowed this opportunity to pass by, on them be the respon¬ 
sibility. Did the House think that when they should have to con¬ 
front twice the power they now had to contend with, increased 
as that power would be by the success of their efforts now, over 
a Committee of the House of Commons, and over the Executive 
Government—did they think that their opponents would be more 
moderate then than now? Considering that, even now, they would 
not allow Parliament to reserve a legislative power over future 
railways, how much greater would be their opposition after they 
had shown their strength, and the House had shown its weakness 
by truckling to that power. To the postponement of this measure, 
therefore, as truckling to that power, he would be no party. 

This was a curious and instructive part of the case. One portion 
of the opponents of this Bill were Directors and officers, and parties 
connected with railways, who adopted the very high line against 
the interference of Parliament altogether. The Chairman ® of the 
Great Western Railway Company, the honourable Member for 
Reading, was the chieftain among that class. He, with others, 
adopted what was called the high line; that honourable Gentleman 
was opposed to proceedings to legislate upon any general principles. 


® Charles Russell. 


26X 
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and he seemed to think that he was supported by all the Railway 
Proprietors in the doctrines which he endeavoured to enforce; 
but that was a great mistake. He (Mr. Gladstone) knew several 
very large Proprietors of railway shares, who did not join in that 
opposition to Parliamentary interference. There were no public 
meetings held on the subject. He would undertake to say that 
of the Grand Junction Railway Company, there would be no public 
meeting to oppose the present Bill. A majority of the Directors 
might petition Parliament, but there would be no public meeting 
of the Company called. No doubt some of the Directors might 
say, as some of the Directors of other Companies did, that all 
Parliamentary interference was inexpedient; that things ought to 
be left as they were; that the Legislature ought to trust to the effects 
of competition; that the system which now existed, had given the 
country a great many very fine railways; that the public were now 
carried faster and at a cheaper rate than they had ever been. It 
was said, let matters, therefore, be allowed to go on as at present, 
and let the country trust to the effects of competition. Now, for 
his part, he would rather give his confidence to a Gracchus, when 
speaking on the subject of sedition, than give his confidence to 
a Railway Director, when speaking to the public of the effects of 
competition. Those who took the high line, as he said, told the 
world, that the effect of the proposed plan would be to chill all 
competition, and if honourable Members did not shut their eyes, 
they must see sufficient of competition to form a sound judgment 
on the present measure. 

But now he came to the notable quarrel which had subsisted 
for a time between the London and Birmingham Company on the 
one hand, and the Grand Junction on the other, and in which those 
two Companies were at deadly odds; and so far as Railway Com¬ 
panies could be said to be capable of ferocity, they might be de¬ 
scribed as ferocious. It was said, that one result of this quarrel 
would be most flourishing prospects for the public; there were to 
be several new lines of railways; the Chester and Birmingham was 
to be carried on to Birkenstead, then thgre was to be one from 
Shrewsbury to Chester, and thence to Liverpool. For the public 
advantage all this was to be done. But the Grand Junction Com¬ 
pany were determined to show as much public spirit, and so they 
projected a line from Stafford to Bedford, completing the line 
the whole way to London, independently of the London and 
Birmingham line. This was the nature of the dispute between 
the two Companies. But these Railway Companies were singularly 
philanthropic among themselves. Their quarrels were like lovers’ 



GLADSTONE 

quarrels, and they reminded him of a quotation once felicitously 
made use of by Mr. Fox— 

“Breves inimicitiae, amicitiae sempiturnae'* 

The two Companies met together and made up their quarrel; 
but the line from Birmingham to Chester, and from Stafford to 
Bedford, were gone to the land where all things were forgotten. 
He would show to what extent the doctrine of this high school 
of non-interference on the subject of railways went, by referring to 
the evidence of Mr. Saunders who belonged to that school. That 
gentleman was asked:— 

“Do you not think that as matters now stand, if another Railway 
Company is ready to come forward, and offers to carry the public at a 
lower rate than the London and Birmingham now carry them, that is 
a reason for Parliament to say, we will have the public carried cheaper, 
and therefore will sanction the line?'' The answer was—“Most unques¬ 
tionably not." “The London and Birmingham charging 30s. for a first- 
class, and 20s. for a second-class passenger, I understand you to say that 
if a body of persons, competent in point of capital, were to come forward 
and say, ‘We are ready to make a Railway, and to give all the accommo¬ 
dation the existing Railway gives, and to carry at 20s. and 15s.^ Parlia¬ 
ment ought not to sanction those parties going forvward with their 
project?"—Answer: “Most undoubtedly I do say that." 

The fear which Mr. Saunders and others entertained was that 
the effect of the proposed interference by Parliament would be, 
that a panic would prevail amongst all Railway Proprietors, and 
no one would again apply his capital to such purposes; and this he 
(Mr. Gladstone) would say, that if the present Bill were defeated, 
that defeat would be mainly owing to Mr. Saunders. 




2 . Parliamentary Reform 

Mr, Gladstone expressed the foV the speech, which may he found 

lowing opinions on May 11, 1864, in Hansard (CLXXV [3d Ser,], 

during the debate on the second 312-27), deals largely with the de¬ 
reading of Mr, E, Baines's Borough sirahility of discussing Parliamen- 

Franchise Bill. The first part of tary reform in its various aspects. 

Again, Sir, let us look for a few moments at the altered, the happily 
altered, relations of the working classes to the Government, the 
laws, the institutions, and, above all, to the throne of this country. 
Let us go back—it is no long period in the history of a nation— 
to an epoch not very many years before the passing of the Reform 
Bill, and consider what was the state of things at a time when many 
of us were unborn, and when most of us were children—I mean, 
to the years which immediately succeeded the peace of 1815. We 
all know the history of those times; most of us recollect the at¬ 
mosphere and the ideas, under the influence of which we were 
brought up. They were not ideas which belonged to the old 
current of English history; nor were they in conformity with the 
liberal sentiments which pervaded, at its best periods, the politics 
of the country, and which harmonized with the spirit of the old 
British Constitution. They were, on the contrary, ideas referable 
to those lamentable excesses of the first French Revolution, which 
produced here a terrible re action, and went far to establish the 
doctrine that the masses of every community were in permanent 
antagonism with the laws under which they lived, and were dis¬ 
posed to regard those laws, and the persons by whom the laws 
were made and administered, as their natural enemies. Unhappily, 
there are but too many indications to prove that this is no vague 
or imaginary description. The time to which I now refer, was a 
time when deficiences in the harvests were followed by riots, and 
when rioters did not hold sacred even the person of Majesty itself. 
In 1817, when the Prince Regent came down to open Parliament, 
his carriage was assailed by the populace ok London; and what was 
the remedy provided for this state of things? Why, the remedy 
was sought in the suspension of the Habeas Corpus Act; or in the 
limitation of the action of the press, already restricted; ® or in the 
employment of spies and the deliberate defence of their employ¬ 
ment, who, for the supposed security of the Government, were 
sent throughout the country to dog the course of private life, and 

•See Canning’s speech, ^‘Vindication of Governmental Policies,” page 21. 

264 



GLADSTONE 265 

to arrest persons, or to check them, in the formation of conspiracies 
real or supposed. 

And what, let me ask, is the state of things now? With truth. 
Sir, it may be said that the epoch I have named, removed from us, 
in mere chronological reckoning, by less than half a century, is 
in the political sphere separated from us by a distance almost im¬ 
measurable. For now it may be fearlessly asserted that the fixed 
traditional sentiment of the working man has begun to be con¬ 
fidence in the law, in Parliament, and even in the executive Gov¬ 
ernment. Of this gratifying state of things it fell to my lot to 
receive a single, indeed, but a significant proof no later than yester¬ 
day. [Cries of '‘No, no!’' and laughter.] The quick-witted char¬ 
acter of honourable Gentlemen opposite outstrips, I am afraid, the 
tardy movement of my observations. Let them only have a very little 
patience, and they will, I believe, see cause for listening to what 
I shall say. I was about to proceed to say, in illustration of my 
argument, that only yesterday 1 had the satisfaction of receiving a 
deputation of working men from the Society of Amalgamated Engi¬ 
neers. That Society consists of very large numbers of highly-skilled 
workmen, and has two hundred and sixty branches; it is a society 
representing the very class in which we should most be inclined 
to look for a spirit of even jealous independence of all direct rela¬ 
tions with the Government. But the deputation came to state to 
me that the s(x:iety had large balances of money open for invest¬ 
ment, and that many of its members could not feel satisfied unless 
they were allowed to place their funds in the hands of the Govern¬ 
ment, by means of a modification in the rules of the Post Office 
savings banks. Now that, I think, 1 may say, without being liable 
to any expression of adverse feeling on the part of honourable 
Gentlemen opposite, was a very small but yet significant indication, 
among thousands of others, of the altered temper to which I have 
referred. 

Instead, however, of uttering on the jx)int my own opinions, 
I should like to use the words of the working classes themselves. 
In an address which, in company with my right honourable Friend 
the Member for Staffordshire,^® I heard read at a meeting which 
was held in the Potteries last autumn, they say, of their own spon¬ 
taneous Motion, uninfluenced by the action of their employers, in 
relation to the legislation of late years— 

“The great measures that have been passed during the last twenty 
years by the British Legislature have conferred incalculable blessings on 


Gladstone’s personal friend, C. B. Adderley, onetime follower of Peel. 
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the whole community, and particularly on the working classes, by unfet- 
^ tering the trade and commerce of the country, cheapening the essentials 
of our daily sustenance, placing a large proportion of the comforts and 
luxuries of life within our reach, and rendering the obtainment of 
knowledge comparatively easy among the great mass of the sons of toil.” 

And this is the mode in which they then proceed to describe their 
view of the conduct of the upper classes towards them— 

^Tardon us for alluding to the kindly conduct now so commonly 
evinced by the wealthier portions of the community to assist in the 
physical and moral improvement of the working classes. The well-being 
of the toiling mass is now generally admitted to be an essential to the 
national weal. This forms a pleasing contrast to the opinions cherished 
half a century ago. The humbler classes also are duly mindful of the 
happy change, and, without any abatement of manly independence, fully 
appreciate the benefits resulting therefrom, contentedly fostering a hope¬ 
ful expectation of the future. May heaven favour and promote this 
happy mutuality! as we feel confident that all such kindly interchange 
materially contributes to the general good.” 

Now, such language does, in my opinion, the greatest credit to the 
parties from whom it proceeds. This is a point on which no differ¬ 
ence of opinion can prevail. I think I may go a step further, and 
consider these statements as indicating not only the sentiments of a 
particular body at the particular place from which they proceeded, 
but the general sentiments of the best-conducted and most en¬ 
lightened working men of the country. It may, however, be said, 
that such statements prove the existing state of things to be satis¬ 
factory. 

But surely this is no sufficient answer. Is it right, I ask, that 
in the face of such dispositions, the present law of almost entire 
exclusion should continue to prevail? Again, I call upon the adver¬ 
sary to show cause. And I venture to say that every man who is 
not presumably incapacitated by some consideration of personal 
unfitness or of political danger is morally entitled to come within 
the pale of the Constitution. Of course, in giving utterance to 
such a proposition, I do not recede from the protest I have previ¬ 
ously made against sudden, or violent, or*iexcessive, or intoxicating 
change; but I apply it with confidence to this effect, that fitness 
for the franchise, when it is shown to exist—as I say it is shown 
to exist in the case of a select portion of the working class—is not 
repelled on sufficient grounds from the portals of the Constitution 
by the allegation that things are well as they are. I contend, more¬ 
over, that persons who have prompted the expression of such senti¬ 
ments as those to which I have referred, and whom I know to have 
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been Members of the working class, are to be presumed worthy 
and fit to discharge the duties of citizenship, and that to admission 
to the discharge of those duties they are well and justly entitled. 

The present franchise, I may add, on the whole—subject, of 
course, to some exceptions—draws the line between the lower mid¬ 
dle class and the upper order of the working class. As a general 
rule, the lower stratum of the middle class is admitted to the exer¬ 
cise of the franchise, while the upper stratum of the working class 
is excluded. That I believe to be a fair general description of the 
present formation of the constituencies in boroughs and towns. 
Is it a state of things, I would ask, recommended by clear prin¬ 
ciples of reason? Is the upper portion of the working classes inferior 
to the lowest portion of the middle? That is a question I should 
wish to be considered on both sides of the House. For my own 
part, it appears to me that the negative of the proposition may be 
held with the greatest confidence. Whenever this Question comes 
to be discussed, with the view to an immediate issue, the conduct 
of the general body of the operatives of Lancashire cannot be for¬ 
gotten. What are the qualities which fit a man for the exercise 
of a privilege such as the franchise? Self-command, self-control, 
respect for order, patience under suffering, confidence in the law, 
regard for superiors; and when, I should like to ask, were all these 
great qualities exhibited in a manner more signal, I would even 
say more illustrious, than under the profound affliction of the 
winter of 1862? I admit the danger of dealing with enormous 
masses of men; but I am now speaking only of a limited portion 
of the working class, and I, for one, cannot admit that there is that 
special virtue in the nature of the middle class which ought to 
lead to our drawing a marked distinction, a distinction almost pur¬ 
porting to be one of principle, between them and a select portion 
of the working classes, so far as relates to the exercise of the fran¬ 
chise. 

But, Sir, this Question has received a very remarkable illustration 
from the experience of the last few years. So far as Lancashire is 
concerned, we have the most extraordinary evidence—evidence 
amounting almost to mathematical demonstration—of the compe¬ 
tency of the working man to discharge those duties of retail trade 
and the distribution of commodities, which are commonly intrusted 
to the lower part of the middle class. I allude to the evidence af¬ 
forded by the marvellous success in that particular county (and 
I hope the example of that county may not be too eagerly fol¬ 
lowed elsewhere) of the cooperative system. For my own part, 


“ Reference to the cotton famine of the American Civil War period. 
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I am not ashamed to say that, if twenty or ten years ago anybody 
had prophesied to me the success of that system, as it has recently 
been exhibited in Rochdale and other towns in the north—if I 
had been told that labouring men would so associate together with 
mutual advantage, to the exclusion of the retail dealer who comes 
between the producer and the consumer of commodities, I should 
have regarded the prediction as absurd. There is, in my opinion, 
no greater social marvel at the present day than the manner in 
which these societies flourish in Lancashire, combined with a con¬ 
sideration of the apparent soundness of the financial basis on which 
they are built; for the bodies of men who have had recourse to 
the cooperative system have been, as it would appear, those who 
have stood out with the most manly resolution against the storms 
of adversity, who have been the last to throw themselves on the 
charity of their neighbours, and who have proved themselves to 
be best qualified for the discharge of the duties of independent 
citizens. And when we have before us considerable numbers of men 
answering to this description, it is, I think, well worth our while 
to consider what is the title which they advance to the generous 
notice of Parliament in regard to their appeal to be admitted in 
such measure as may upon consideration seem fit, to the exercise of 
the franchise. I, for myself, confess that I think the investigation 
will be far better conducted if we approach the question at an 
early date, in a calm frame of mind, and without having our doors 
besieged by crowds, or our table loaded with petitions; rather than 
if we postpone entering upon it until a great agitation has arisen. 

And now. Sir, one word in conclusion. I believe that it has 
been given to us of this generation to witness, advancing as it 
were under our very eyes from day to day, the most blessed of 
all social processes; I mean the process which unites together not 
the interests only but the feelings of all the several classes of the 
community, and which throws back into the shadows of oblivion 
those discords by which they were kept apart from one another. 
I know of nothing which can contribute, in any degree comparable 
to that union, to the welfare of the commonwealth. It is well, Sir, 
that we should be suitably provided witli armies, and fleets, and 
fortifications; it is well too that all these should rest upon and be 
sustained, as they ought to be, by a sound system of finance, and 
out of a revenue not wasted by a careless Parliament, or by a prof¬ 
ligate Administration. But that which is better and more weighty 
still is that hearts should be bound together by a reasonable exten¬ 
sion, at fitting times, and among selected portions of the people, 
of every benefit and every privilege that can justly be conferred 
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upon them; and, for one, I am prepared to give my support to the 
Motion now made by my honourable Friend (Mr. Baines), because 
I believe, and am persuaded, that it will powerfully tend to that 
binding and blending and knitting of hearts together, and thus to 
the infusion of new vigour into the old, but in the best sense still 
young, and flourishing, and undecaying British Constitution. 



3 . Accomplishments of the Administration 

Gladstone gave this speech to his ers. It may he found convenient- 
constituents at Greenwich on Octo- ly in toto in Bassett's Gladstone’s 
her 28, 1871. The first part of it Speeches, Descriptive Index and 
treats especially with the ministe- Bibliography and with slight varia- 
rial economy that was causing dis- tions in phraseology in The Times 
content among the dockyard work- (London) of October 30, 1871. 

I now pass on from the subject of the promises that I made to you 
in 1868; because I am not aware that there was any other question 
of very great consequence upon which, at that time, it was my 
duty materially to dilate. But we have gone on from these to other 
subjects; and what have they been? They have been three—three, 
I mean, which I place in the first order of magnitude. One of them 
is the abolition of purchase in the army, one of them is the educa¬ 
tion of the people—and one of them is the protection of the voter 
by the ballot. Well, now, first in attacking purchase in the army, 
we were perfectly well aware that we were assailing class interest 
in its favourite and most formidable stronghold, and I rejoice to 
think that in a single session we have been able to achieve a work 
so formidable. It is indeed achieved at a great cost; because, when 
the people of England set about political reforms they never ac¬ 
complish them in a niggardly spirit, but their practice is to make 
generous compensations to those who may have suffered, aye some¬ 
times even to those who only may imagine themselves to suffer, 
by them; and in every doubtful case to adopt the liberal course of 
action. But what is the real case of the British army? The public 
has been practised upon by writers who seem to find a kind of 
luxury in panic and alarm; and who endeavour to propagate these 
feelings throughout* the country without success; although, for 
my part, I regard them with rather less of charity—I do not mean 
the people, but the endeavours—with rather less of goodwill and 
sympathy, than I should regard the propagation of the small pox 
or the cattle plague. You have always had in this country, both 
as to officers and as to men, an army of the noblest and the very 
best material. Allow me to give you a short anecdote, to vary the 
wearisomeness of my discourse, I daresay many of you have heard 
the name of Bewick, who was a famous woodcutter—an artist of 
great celebrity, a northern man. He lived, I think, in the time of 
the American War. Besides his woodcutting, he determined that, 
as it was a time of danger, and he had an English heart in his 
bosom, he would learn a little soldiering. So he and two or three 
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of his friends sent for the drill sergeant, and the drill sergeant 
put them through their exercise, but he only troubled them with 
one precept, and it was this, “Now mind, my lads, what you have 
to do is this: When you go into action, you must stand like a brick 
wall/^ And that has been the great quality of the British soldier— 
that under all circumstances he has been ready to stand, and has 
stood, “like a brick wall/' And there was a time when standing 
“like a brick wall" was almost enough to win a battle. It will not 
do now. War, instead of being a rude test of strength, has become 
one of the most highly developed of all the arts practised by man¬ 
kind. I know not whether to regret it or to rejoice at it; I simply 
state the fact that, instead of trusting simply to the native and 
sterling qualities of the people, we must now endeavour to add to 
these qualities every advantage that can be imparted by the most 
skilful and effectual training. 

With a view to this training—not merely of the men, where it is 
comparatively simple, but of the officers, who, even more than 
the men, are the strength of the army, and the essential condition 
of its efficiency—we have asked the country to pay a large sum of 
money. The country has met the call with cheerfulness, and has 
witnessed with satisfaction the downfall of a great monopoly. And, 
gentlemen, with respect to our alarmists, what have we lately seen? 
For the first time, at least the first upon such a scale and under such 
conditions, we have made a very great step in advance, by endeav¬ 
ouring to put a portion of our forces into mimic action upon the 
open lands of Hampshire. The performances of those troops have 
been witnessed by most enlightened and distinguished foreign 
officers from every great country in Europe. We were told at the 
end of the session, and told by an ex-Minister, whose words would 
naturally carry force with his countrymen, that we had an army 
that could not march; and a gallant colonel rose in the house (A 
Voice: “One of your own party.")—if so, all the better for the pur¬ 
pose, but he was an opponent—a gallant colonel told the House 
of Commons, that he felt obliged to break through the rules of its 
procedure in order to raise a discussion upon the question of the 
manoeuvres, for he said such was the course of the Government, 
that it was a question not merely of the well-being, but of the 
very existence of the British army. This was the condition to which 
we were reduced. Well, now, gentlemen, we have had time to 
receive back from foreign courts the most interesting reports made 
to their respective Governments by those distinguished officers; 
and I am rejoiced to inform you that their character is of the most 
encouraging description. Not only in every case do they declare 
a warm admiration—I will not say an unbounded admiration, in 
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order that I may avoid anything like hyperbole—for the material 
of both our officers and our men; but of the various branches of 
the service, as to their efficiency, they speak in terms of the highest 
honour; and while as friendly critics they point out, and as we 
knew they would point out, and as we hoped they would point 
out many matters upon which we need and may endeavour to 
improve, they show that the condition of the army, so far from 
justifying the ridiculous apprehensions that have gone abroad, is 
one that ought to fill all Englishmen with hope and satisfaction, 
and to prove to us that never were our establishments more effi¬ 
cient; never were we more able, if it should please Providence to 
bring upon us the necessity, to entrust its defence to troops and to 
officers worthy of their country, and qualified to make the defence 
effectual. And now let me say one word with respect to the War 
Minister. It has been the fashion during the present year to scoff 
at Mr. Cardwell. I can only say that when he is condemned I, 
for my part, am glad to share the condemnation. But I venture to 
affirm that no man, who has held the seals of office since the 
Secretaryship of War was established, has done so much for the 
reform and efficiency of the army; and I am quite sure that when 
he retires from that office, he will leave behind him a name en¬ 
titled to the approval and the gratitude of the country. There, 
gentlemen, is our justification, summarily stated, for dealing with 
the question of purchase. I press on to other matters. 

Were we wrong in dealing with the question of education? (“No, 
no.”) Very well. Has there ever been, I would next venture to say 
to the most jealous critic of the Education Act—has there ever been 
achieved in this country so great a step in advance towards the 
attainment of an object which we believe to be vital to the welfare 
of the nation? It is not all done at once—it cannot be all done at 
once. A measure so great and comprehensive, and at the same time 
so novel, cannot be perfect. The differences of opinion that prevail 
in this free country make it quite impossible to meet the views of 
all. Indulgence, equity, the sacrifice of extreme opinions, must be 
asked for in every quarter. But I ask those who are least satisfied 
with the Education Act this one and simple question—Whether it 
is not a great step, nay, a great stride, achieved upon the path of 
real progress? The objects of that measure shall be very shortly 
stated. The great object of all was to make education universal and 
effective. This was to be done, and in doing it we sought, and I 
think reason and common sense required us to seek, to turn to 
account for that purpose the vast machinery of education already 
existing in the country, which had been devised and mainly pro¬ 
vided by the Christian philanthropy and the voluntary action of the 
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people. That was the second condition under which the Act was 
framed. The third was, and I think it was not less wise than the 
two former, that we should endeavour to separate the action of the 
State in the matter of education, and the application of State funds, 
in which I include funds raised by rate, from all subjects on which, 
unhappily, religious differences prevail. Those, I may say, were 
three of the principles of the measure; and the fourth principle, not 
less important than the others, was this: that we should trust for 
the attainment of these great objects, as little as possible to the 
central Government, and as much as possible to the local authorities 
and the self-governing power of the people. And let me say in 
passing, that in my opinion if there be one portion of our institu¬ 
tions more precious in my view than another, it is that portion in 
which the people are locally organized for the purposes of acquiring 
the habits and instincts of political action, and applying their own 
free consciences and free understandings to dealing with the affairs 
of the community. A most valuable Act was passed by Mr. Stans- 
feld in the last Session of Parliament which, I trust, will be the 
beginning of immense good in that respect, and I refer to it here 
because it touches upon the principle of the Education Act, which 
I have just mentioned, viz., that as far as possible the application 
of the Act should be left in the hands of the local authorities. I am 
not surprised nor disappointed, and I hope that you are neither the 
one nor the other, if we find that some difficulties have arisen in 
working out the detail of the Act. (Mr. Gladstone paused here to 
refresh his voice from a small lx)ttle of restoratives. As he did so, a 
voice in the crowd was heard exclaiming, '‘Give us some,” to which 
the right honourable gentleman rejoined, amidst much laughter, 
“Yes, you would want some if you had to do what I have.”) The 
right honourable gentleman continued: — 

Great interest has been excited, both in this and in other con¬ 
stituencies, with respect to the payment of fees to denominational 
schools for the teaching of those children whose parents are found 
to be unable to bear the charge of their education. Now, perhaps, 
it will be a comfort to you to know that at least there is some hope 
that the extent of this particular grievance and difficulty may not be 
very wide. In the town of Stockport the Education Board has lately 
resolved to introduce the principle of compulsion, which, as I have 
stated, or as I have implied, was one of the principles of the Educa¬ 
tion Act. They have, by issuing their notices to that effect, added 
25 per cent, to the number of children attending schools. In 400 
cases they have had to admonish parents, and to warn them that 
they would be punished unless they complied with the Act; but 
the whole amount of money—although there are as yet no rate- 
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schools in action, and they have been obliged to allow all children 
to be sent to denominational schools—which they have as yet paid 
to these schools in aid of poor parents comes only to £47. But, 
gentlemen, I have no doubt that this question is a grave and serious 
question, and I will not attempt to say more upon it than this: On 
the one hand we shall endeavour to adhere to the principle of the 
Act which aims at severance between the application of State funds 
and controverted matters in religion. On the other hand I must 
pause for my own part, and I believe my colleagues would feel them¬ 
selves obliged to pause before they could resolve to say to the parent 
who desires to send his child to a school of his own persuasion, but 
is unable to pay the charge, and who is compelled by public author¬ 
ity to send it to some school, “If you attempt to send your child to 
a school of your own persuasion, if you will not send it to a school 
of the principles of which you disapprove—namely, to a rate-school, 
—we will send you to prison.'' I do not believe public opinion would 
sustain us in such a course as that. 

Well, gentlemen, with regard to the remaining one of these great 
subjects—namely, the Ballot,^^—I will only say we believe it to be 
your opinion that we have made a good and wise choice in pressing 
that important question on the attention of Parliament. The en¬ 
franchisement, the wide enfranchisement of the working classes, 
was intended to give the boon of political power not only to the 
class, but to every individual in the class. We have, therefore, to 
secure in the case of these persons, many of them to a considerable 
extent from their temporal circumstances dependent upon others, 
that the vote which we invite them to give shall be given freely— 
freely as respects landlord, freely as respects customer, freely as 
respects employer, freely as respects combination of the working- 
class itself; and I rejoice to think, gentlemen, that, although the 
Royal Assent has not yet been given to a bill for secret voting, yet 
for every practical purpose, after the proceedings of last Session, the 
question has very nearly reached the stage of final triumph. 

I will now, gentlemen, for the present assume that, as regards the 
class of greater subjects, on which I had the honour of addressing 
you at the time of my election, and as regards those greater ques¬ 
tions to which we have invited Parliament principally to apply itself, 
you may be disposed to think we have not made the unreasonable 
or injudicious selection, although we had to choose from among 
many matters of deep interest and importance.. 

“ Le., the secret ballot. 

“A short discussion on the need of future legislation relating to health is 
omitted. 
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There is a question of the future on which we have heard much 
said of late—I mean the question of the constitution of the House of 
Lords. (A Voice: 'Tou had better leave that alone.'’) My friend 
there says, ^‘Leave the constitution of the House of Lords alone." I 
am not prepared quite to agree with my friend, because the consti¬ 
tution of the House of Lords has often been a subject of considera¬ 
tion among the wisest and the most sober-minded men; as, -for 
example, when a proposal—of which my friend disapproves appar¬ 
ently—was made, a few years ago, to make a moderate addition to 
the House of Lords, of peers holding peerages for life. I am not 
going to discuss that particular measure; but I will only say, with¬ 
out entering into details that would be highly interesting, but which 
the vast range of those subjects makes impossible on the present 
occasion—I will only say that I believe there are various particulars 
in which the constitution of the House of Lords might, under 
favourable circumstances, be improved. And I am bound to say 
that, though I believe there are some politicians, bearing the name 
of “Liberal," who approve of the proceedings of the House of Lords 
with respect to the Ballot Bill at the close of the last Session—I 
see a gentleman disposed to differ from me, and I have no doubt 
that his opinion is entitled to the greatest weight: if he likes to 
address this assemblage, I daresay they will be delighted to hear 
him, but, if I do not stand in his way, perhaps he will allow me 
to go on—I must own that I deeply lament that proceeding on the 
part of the House of Lords. It seems to me to have been a great 
error. After the House of Commons, which had been engaged 
in other and most serious labours for four or five months, had given 
some six weeks of the Session—six weeks of very arduous labour 
—mainly to maturing the Ballot Bill, it appears to me to have been 
a great and grievous error, I cannot call it anything less, on the 
part of the House of Lords, in the second week in the month of 
August, to say that really such was the time at which they had 
arrived as to render it impossible for them to afford to that measure 
the number of days—not a very large number of days, according 
to all precedent and likelihood—that it would have required from 
them. In the year 1835, the House of Lords, which had a Con¬ 
servative majority in the face of a Whig Government, not only 
devoted the month of August, but carried into September the 
labour necessary for a subject not more important than the Ballot, 
and at that epoch a subject which had come prominently before 
the public for the first time—I mean the subject of municipal 
corporations. But the House of Lords at that juncture was led by a 
great man. The Conservative majority was guided by the Duke 
of Wellington; and, although, for my own part, I am not able, in 
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all its parts, to admire the statesmanship of the Duke of Welling¬ 
ton, I shall always profoundly admire the tact, and the skill, and 
the sound constitutional judgment with which he managed the 
House of Lords, so as to prevent that particular branch of the 
Legislature from being placed in dangerous conflict with the popular 
branch or with the sentiment of the country. But the reform of 
the House of Lords, which has been recommended in many quar¬ 
ters, is briefly this,—and here I think I am coming to a point of 
probable agreement with my honourable friend, if he will allow 
me so to call him. The reform recommended is this—that we should 
eject and expel from the House of Lords what is termed the 
hereditary principle. Now, gentlemen, I hope I am at least earnest 
and sincere in my intentions as to being what passes for a Liberal 
politician; but before I agree, and before I commit myself to expel¬ 
ling from the House of Lords, the hereditary principle, I will 
think once, I will think twice—nay, I will think even thrice. It 
is not on account of this or that particular error committed by a 
public assembly that we are vitally or profoundly to change the 
established and accustomed usages and principles of the Con¬ 
stitution. Mark what has since happened. Lord Shaftesbury, whom 
I mention with a profound respect on account of his earnest and 
devoted philanthropy, went the other day down to Glasgow, and 
he received a most warm welcome on the part of the vast popula¬ 
tion of that city—the working population of that city. In conse¬ 
quence of that incident, some politicians threw up their hats, and 
exclaimed that the people of Glasgow approved of Lord Shaftes¬ 
bury’s motion with regard to the Ballot Bill. I think that was a 
precipitate conclusion. But this I conceive was shown by his re¬ 
ception—that the people of Glasgow, being a sagacious people, were 
not disposed, on account of that particular error, to draw rapid 
and precipitate conclusions, either against a man or against a body 
which had performed distinguished services. I will ask you two 
things; this is a question of so much interest to all, that even 
after the length to which I have necessarily been drawn, I beg your 
attention to two points on this portion of our subject. Before you 
determine to expel the hereditary princTple from the House of 
Lords, I first ask you, what you will substitute for the hereditary 
principle? (A Voice—‘Five years election.”) That is a fruitful 
hint, but yet I have another point to suggest, and it is this: I have 
a shrewd suspicion in my mind that a very large proportion of 
the people of England have a sneaking kindness for this hereditary 
principle. 

I do not mean, gentlemen, by these words that a large propor¬ 
tion of the people of England either desire, or intend, or would 



GLADSTONE 277 

permit that which I hope that they never will desire, or intend, 
or permit—namely, that the House of Lords should exercise a 
paramount control over the legislation of the country. That is 
quite another matter. But this I do say—that the people of Eng¬ 
land are not, like the people of France, lovers of naked political 
equality. England is a great lover of liberty; but of equality she 
never has been so much enamoured. Gentlemen, in judging of 
this question, I must say that possibly the observation of the man¬ 
ner in which, for such long periods, and under so many varieties 
of form, the love of equality in France has proved insufficient to 
save our generous and distinguished neighbours from the loss of 
liberty—the observation of these facts may tend to confirm the peo¬ 
ple of the three kingdoms in the feelings that I think they enter¬ 
tain; but I want to put this to you as a practical question. The 
only mode of judging whether an Englishman—and I use the word 
“Englishman^^ for the people of the three kingdoms—is not un¬ 
friendly to social inequalities is by watching the working of our 
institutions in detail. My observation has not been of a very brief 
term—I wish it had been, for then I should have been younger than 
I am now—and it is this: that whenever there is anything to be done, 
or to be given, and there are two candidates for it who are exactly 
alike—alike in opinions, alike in characters, alike in possessions,— 
and one is a commoner and the other a lord, the Englishman is 

very apt indeed to prefer the lord.This I do say, as my own 

conviction, that the general sentiment most prevailing in this coun¬ 
try is that those who compose the House of Lords are men, or are 
the descendants of men, of whom a very large proportion are, or 
were in other times, put into that house for public services, and 
people are disposed to look with considerable favour upon such 
men, and likewise upon the descendants of such, until they have 
proved themselves unworthy. And they know that in effect, not 
by compulsion, but by the free will of the people, this body of 
gentlemen in the House of Lords exercise throughout the country 
a vast scxrial and political influence; and lastly, that many of them— 
although the good ones have to carry, as it were, on their backs the 
dead weight and the responsibility of the bad—many of them per¬ 
form their duties in an admirable and exemplary manner. Under 
these circumstances, gentlemen, though I hope I shall, while I 
remain in public life, be able to act zealously and cheerfully with 
you for the promotion of Liberal opinions, I, for one, have never 
understood by Liberal opinions either precipitate conclusions or 
subversive opinions. And I hope we shall well consider, before 
we commit ourselves to vast changes, to the introduction of new 
and far-reaching principles, what the results are likely to be. 
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Now, gentlemen, I am drawing very near to my close; but I must 
still detain you while I refer to a sentiment, which undoubtedly 
has been more perceptible in the country during the present year, 
than I have noticed it in a good many former years. I mean a 
suspicion on the part of many members of the working class, that 
they are not governed as they ought to be, and that their interests 
are not properly considered. I will not enter upon the particular 
causes, connected with the uneasy state of Europe, which may go 
far to account for this sentiment; but I will venture to say this, that 
I think the working man will do well briefly and calmly to review 
the history, with regard to himself, of the last eighteen years. I 
take that period.—I might take a longer one—but I take that period 
because it enables me to present results in a tolerably simple form, 
and because it is a period within which I have been most intimately 
conversant with a multitude of questions, in which the welfare 
of the mass of the community is deeply and directly concerned. 
Within these eighteen years, what has taken place affecting all 
classes of the community, but especially, and more than all others, 
affecting the working classes of the people? In the first place, 
perfectly free access has been given for the entry into our ports 
of everything that they can want from every quarter of the world— 
I mean perfectly free, whether as regards prohibitions or as regards 
protective duties. In the second place, we have seen remitted 
during those eighteen years an amount of taxation which I will 
not undertake—and which it is not necessary for me at this mo¬ 
ment—to state minutely; but I will venture to assert that the taxa¬ 
tion upon commodities, which he has seen remitted within that 
period, is something between £15,000,000 and £20,000,000 sterling 
per annum. That remission of taxation, in which the working man 
is so especially interested, has not been purchased by an augmenta¬ 
tion of the burdens upon other classes; because the Income-tax, 
though it is higher now than I should like to see it—namely, at 6d. 
in the pound—is still one penny lower than it was eighteen years 
ago, before those fifteen millions of taxes were remitted. Within 
these eighteen years, his class has been invested largely with the 
Parliamentary franchise, and he now s^es himself at the point 
where he may reasonably hope that, before he is six or eight 
months older, he will be protected in the free exercise of that 
franchise by means of the Ballot. The Parliament has passed an 
Act which aims at securing for all his children, under all circum¬ 
stances, a good primary education, and which provides that, if 
unhappily he is unable himself to meet the cost, it shall be defrayed 
for him by the State and by his wealthier neighbours. Whilst this 
provision has been made for primary education, endeavours have 
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been made, through reforming the Universities, through the entire 
abolition of tests, and through an extensive dealing with the public 
and the grammar schools of the country, to establish the whole of 
our schools in a hierarchy of degrees—the several orders of educa¬ 
tion rising one above the other—so that, whenever there is in a 
child a capacity to rise, he may* with facility, pass on from point 
to point, and may find open to him the road through knowledge 
to distinction. But education would not be of great use to the 
people unless the materials of study were accessible; and there¬ 
fore, at no small cost of political effort, the material of paper has 
been set free of duty, and every restriction, in stamp or otherwise, 
upon the press has been removed. The consequence has been the 
creation of a popular press which, for the lowness of its price, for 
the general ability—aye, for the general wisdom and moderation 
with which it is written, and for the vast extent of its circulation, 
I might almost venture to call, not only an honour to the nation, 
but the wonder of the world. And in order that the public service 
might indeed be a public service—in order that we might not have 
among the civil offices of the State that which we had complained 
of in the army—namely, that the service was not the property of 
the nation, but of the officers, we have now been enabled to remove 
from the entry into the Civil Service the barriers of nomination, 
patronage, jobbing, favouritism in whatever form; and every man 
belonging to the people of England—if he is able to fit his children 
for the purpose of competing for public employment—may do it 
entirely irrespective of the question of what is his condition in life, 
or the amount of means with which he may happen to be, or not 
to be endowed. I say confidently, in the face of those of the work¬ 
ing community who may hear me, and to the minds of all those 
who may pay the least attention to these words through any other 
medium, that when, within such a period as I have described, 
measures like these have been achieved, while there may remain 
much to be done—I am the last to deny it, I am the first to assert 
it—there is reason to look with patience and indulgence upon a 
system under which such results have been accomplished; some 
reason for that loyalty to the Throne, and that attachment to the 
law, which are the happy characteristics of the people of this 
country. 

But while I would exhort you to impose upon the Government 
and the Legislature every burden that they are, in their own nature, 
capable of bearing, in my mind they are not your friends, but in 
fact, though not in intention, your enemies, who teach you to 
look to the Legislature, or to the Government, for the radical re¬ 
moval of the evils which afflict human life. I read but a few days 
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ago, in a questionable book, verses which I think contain much 
good sense, and which I will read to you: — 

“People throughout the land 
Join in one social band, 

And save yourselves. 

If you would happy be, 

Free from all slavery, 

Bannish all knavery, 

And save yourselves.*' 

It is the individual mind, the individual conscience; it is the individ¬ 
ual character, on which mainly human happiness or human misery 
depends. The social problems which confront us arc many and 
formidable. Let the Government labour to its uttermost, let the 
Legislature spend days and nights in your service; but, after the 
very best has been achieved, the question whether the English 
father is to be the father of a happy family and the centre of a 
united home, is a question which must depend mainly u[X)n him 
self. Those who propose to you schemes like those Seven Points 
of which I spoke who promise to dwellers in towns that every 
one of them shall have a house and garden in the country—those 
who tell you that there shall be markets for selling, at wholesale 
price, retail quantities—I will not say, gentlemen, that these are 
impostors, because I have no doubt that they are sincere; but I 
will say that they are quacks—they are misled and beguiled by a 
spurious philanthropy, and when they ought to give you substan¬ 
tial, even if humble and modest, boons, they arc endeavouring, 
perhaps, without their own consciousness, to delude you with 
phantasms, and to offer you glowing fruit which, when you attempt 
to taste it, will prove to be but ashes in your mouth. No, gentle¬ 
men, what we have to ask ourselves arc questions which depend 
upon ourselves individually in the main to answer. How are the 
ravages of strong drink to be checked? In an age when, from 
year to year, more and more women are becoming self-dejx^ndent 
members of the community, how, without tampering with the 
cardinal laws that determine providentially their position in the 
world, how are we to remove the serious social inequalities under 
which I, for one, hold that they labour? How, in a country where 
wealth accumulates with such vast rapidity, are we to check the 
growth of luxury and selfishness by sound and healthy opinion? 
How are we to secure to labour its due honour?—and I mean not 
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only the labour of the hands, but the labour of the man, with any 
and with all the faculties that God has given him? How are we 
to make ourselves believe, and how are we to bring the country to 
believe, that in the sight of God and man labour in this world is 
honourable, and idleness is of all things most contemptible? De¬ 
pend upon it I do but speak the serious and solemn truth when I 
say that, within and beneath the political questions that are found 
upon the surface, lie the deeper and more searching questions that 
enter into the breast, and that strike home to the conscience and 
the mind of every man; and it is upon the solution of these ques¬ 
tions, and other questions such as these, that the well-being of 
England must depend. 

Gentlemen, I use the words of a popular poet when I give vent 
to the sentiments of hope with which, for one, I venture to look 
forward to the future of the country. He says— 

he ancient virtue is not dead, 

And long may it endure 
May wealth in England ....*' 

(and I am sure he means by wealth the higher sense of it—prosperity 
alone, but healthful and sound prosperity)— 

'‘May wealth in England never fail. 

Nor pity for the poor.” 

May strength and the means of material prosperity never be want¬ 
ing to us. But it is far more important that there shall not be 
wanting the disposition to use those means aright. And now, gen¬ 
tlemen, I shall go home from this meeting, after having given you 
the best account in my feeble power, within the time and under 
the circumstances of the day, strengthened by the comfort of your 
kindness and your indulgence, to resume my share in public la¬ 
bours. And no motive will more operate upon me as an incentive 
to the discharge of duty than the gratitude with which I look 
back upon the, I believe, unexampled circumstances under which 
you chose me for your representative. But I shall endeavour and 
shall make it my special aim to show that gratitude less by words 
of sounding compliment or hollow flattery than by a manful strug¬ 
gle, according to the measure of my gifts, humble as they may be, 
to render service to a Queen who lives in the hearts of the people— 
and to a nation, with respect to which I will say that through all 
posterity, whether it be praised or whether it be blamed, whether 
it be acquitted or whether it be condemned, it will be acquitted 
or condemned upon this issue—of having made a good or bad use 
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of the most splendid opportunities; of having turned to account, 
or having failed to turn to account, the powers, the energies, the 
faculties which mark the people of this little island as among the 
small and select company of great nations that have stamped their 
name on the page of history as gifted with the qualities that mark 
the leaders of mankind. 



4 . The British Empire—Foreign Affairs 

The following short selection is Beaconsfield's foreign policy. The 
taken from the opening speech of complete speech may he found con- 
the Midlothian campaign as deliv- veniently in The Times (London) 
ered at Edinburgh on November of November 26, 1879, or in Bas- 
25, 1879. Gladstone was attempt- sett's Gladstone’s Speeches, De- 
ing to arouse public opinion against scriptive Index and Bibliography. 

Well, gentlemen, you know—I need not enter into details—what 
was the general state of our foreign relations. The topic of our 
foreign relations can be disposed of in one minute. It is constantly 
said, indeed, by the scribes of the Government, and it was intimated 
by Lord Salisbury—to whom I will return in greater detail at a 
future time,—that the foreign policy of the late Government was 
discreditable. Well, but here I have got a witness on the other 
side. I have got the witness of Lord Beaconsfield s Foreign Secretary 
at the time when he took office. At the time when he took office 
in the House of Lords, Lord Derby, then enjoying the full un¬ 
divided confidence of the Conservative party, used these words on 
the 19th March, 1874: '‘At the present moment the condition of 
the country in regard to our foreign relations is most satisfactory. 
There is no State whatever with which our relations are not most 
cordial,” Now, our unfortunate friends and fellow-citizens, the 
Tories, are constantly called upon to believe that at the time they 
took office the state of the country, in regard to foreign relations, 
was most unsatisfactory, and that with no State were our relations 
most cordial, because by every State we were undervalued and 
despised. Gentlemen, there was not a cloud upon the horizon at 
the time when the charge of foreign affairs was handed over to 
Her Majesty’s present Government. Does that imply that there 
was nothing serious to be done? Oh no, gentlemen, depend upon 
it, and you will find it to your cost before you are five years older, 
you will know it better than you do to-day; depend upon it that 
this Empire is an Empire, the daily calls of whose immense re¬ 
sponsibilities, the daily inevitable calls of whose responsibilities, 
task and overtask the energies of the best and ablest of her sons. 
Why, gentlemen, there is not a country in the history of the world 
that has undertaken what we have undertaken; and when I say 
"what we have undertaken,” I don^t mean what the present Gov¬ 
ernment have undertaken—that I will come to by and by—but what 
England in its traditional established policy and position has under¬ 
taken. 

There is no precedent in human history for a formation like the 
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British Empire. A small island at one extremity of the globe 
peoples the whole earth with its colonies. Not satisfied with that, 
it goes among the ancient races of Asia and subjects two hundred 
and forty millions of men to its rule. Along with all this it dis¬ 
seminates over the world a commerce such as no imagination ever 
conceived in former times, and such as no poet ever painted. And 
all this has to do with the strength that lies within the narrow 
limits of these shores. Not a strength that I disparage; on the con 
trary, I wish to dissipate, if I can, the idle dreams of those who 
arc always telling you that the strength of England depends, 
sometimes they say upon its prestige, sometimes they say upon its 
extending its Empire, or upon what it possesses beyond these shores. 
Rely upon it the strength of Great Britain and Ireland is within 
the United Kingdom. Whatever is to be done in defending and 
governing these vast colonies with their teeming millions; in pro¬ 
tecting that unmeasured commerce; in relation to the enormous 
responsibilities of India—whatever is to be done, must be done by 
the force derived from you and from your children, and derived 
from you and your fellow-electors, and from you and from the 
citizens and people of this country. And who are they? They 
are, perhaps, some thrcc-and-thirty millions of persons,—a popu¬ 
lation less than the population of France; less than the population 
of Austria; less than the population of Germany; and much less 
than the population of Russia. But the populations of Austria, 
of Russia, of Germany, and of France find it quite hard enough 
to settle their own matters within their own limits. We have 
undertaken to settle the affairs of afn^ut a fourth of the entire 
human race scattered over all the world. Is not that enough 
for the ambition of Lord Beaconsfield? It satisfied the Duke of 
Wellington and Mr. Canning, Lord Grey and Sir Robert Peel; 
it satisfied Lord Palmerston and Lord Russell, aye, and the late 
Lord Derby. And why cannot it satisfy—I do not want to draw 
any invidious distinction between Lord Beaconsfield and his col¬ 
leagues; it seems to me that they are all now very much of one 
mind, that they all move with harmony amongst themselves; but 
I say, why is it not to satisfy the ambitidh of the members of the 
present Government? I affirm that, on the contrary, strive and 
labour as you will in office—I speak after the experience of a life¬ 
time, of which a fair portion has been spent in office—I say that 
strive and labour as you will in Parliament and in office, human 
strength and human thought arc not equal to the ordinary dis¬ 
charge of the calls and duties appertaining to Government in this 
great, wonderful and world wide Empire. And therefore, gentle¬ 
men, I say it is indeed deplorable that in addition to these calls, 
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of which we have evidence in a thousand forms, and of our in¬ 
sufficiency to meet which we have evidence in a thousand forms— 
when, in addition to these calls, all manner of gratuitous, danger¬ 
ous, ambiguous, impracticable, and impossible engagements are 
contracted for us in all parts of the world. 

And that is what has lately been happening. I am not now 
going to discuss this question upon the highest grounds. I assail 
the policy of the Government on the highest grounds of principle. 
But I am now for a few moments only about to test it on the 
grounds of prudence. I appeal to you as practical men, I appeal 
to you as agriculturists, I appeal to you as tradesmen—I appeal to 
you in whatever class or profession you may be, and ask whether 
it is not wise to have some regard to the relation between means 
and ends, some regard to the relation between the work to be done 
and the strength you possess in order to perform it. I point to 
the state of our legislation, our accumulated and accumulating 
arrears constantly growing upon us; 1 jx)int to the multitude of 
unsolved problems connected with the administration of our Indian 
Empire—enough, God knows, to call forth the deepest and most 
anxious reflection of the most sober minded; and even the most 
sanguine man, I say, might be satisfied with those tasks. 

But what has been the course of things for the last three years? 
I will run them over almost in as many words. We have got an 
annexation of territory—I put it down merely that 1 might not be 
incomplete—an annexation of territory in the Fiji Islands, of which 
1 won’t speak, because I don’t consider the Government is censur¬ 
able for that act, whether it were a wise act or not. Nobody could 
say that that was their spontaneous act. But now let us look at 
what have been their spontaneous acts. Fhcy have annexed in 
Africa the IVansvaal territory, inhabited by a free European, Chris¬ 
tian, republican community, which they have thought proper to 
bring within the limits of a monarchy, although out of 8,000 per¬ 
sons in that republic qualified to vote upon the subject, we are 
told, and 1 have never seen the statement officially contradicted, 
that 6,500 protested against it. These are the circumstances under 
which we undertake to transform republicans into subjects of a 
monarchy. We have made war upon the Zulus. We have thereby 
become responsible for their territory; and not only this, but we are 
now, as it appears from the latest advices, about to make war upon 
a chief lying to the northward of the Zulus; and Sir Bartle Frere, 
who was the great authority for the proceedings of the Govern¬ 
ment in Afghanistan, has announced in South Africa that it will 
be necessary for us to extend our dominions until we reach the 
Portuguese frontier to the north. So much for Africa. 
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I come to Europe. In Europe we have annexed the island of 
Cyprus, of which I will say more at another time. We have as¬ 
sumed jointly with France the virtual government of Egypt; and 
possibly, as we are to extend, says Sir Bartle Frere, our southern 
dominions in Africa till we meet the southern frontier of the 
Portuguese—possibly one of these days we may extend our northern 
dominions in Africa till we meet the northern frontier of the 
Portuguese. We then, gentlemen, have undertaken to make our¬ 
selves responsible for the good government of Turkey in Asia—not 
of Asia Minor, as you are sometimes told exclusively, but of the 
whole of that great space upon the map, including the principal 
part of Arabia, which is known geographically as Turkey in Asia. 
Besides governing it well, we have undertaken to defend the 
Armenian frontier of Turkey against Russia, a country which we 
cannot possibly get at except either by travelling over several hun¬ 
dreds of miles by land, including mountain-chains never adapted 
to be traversed by armies, or else some thousands of miles of sea, 
ending at the extremity of the Black Sea, and then, having to effect 
a landing. That is another of our engagements. 

Well, and as if all that were not enough, we have by the most 
wanton invasion of Afghanistan, broken that country into pieces, 
made it a miserable ruin, destroyed whatever there was in it of 
peace and order, caused it to be added to the anarchies of the 
Eastern world, and we have become responsible for the manage¬ 
ment of the millions of warlike but very partially civilized people 
whom it contains, under circumstances where the application of 
military power, and we have nothing but military power to go by, 
is attended at every foot with enormous difficulties. 

Now, gentlemen, these are proceedings which I present to you 
at the present moment in the view of political prudence only. I 
really have but one great anxiety. This is a self-governing country. 
Let us bring home to the minds of the people the state of the facts 
they have to deal with, and in Heaven's name let them determine 
whether or not this is the way in which they like to be governed. 
Do not let us suppose this is like the old question between Whig 
and Tory. It is nothing of the kind. It i^^ not now as if we were 
disputing about some secondary matter—it is not even as if we were 
disputing about the Irish Church, which no doubt was a very 
important affair. What we are disputing about is a whole system 
of Government, and to make good that proposition that it is a 
whole system of Government will be my great object in any ad¬ 
dresses that I may deliver in this country. If it is acceptable, if 
it is liked by the people—they are the masters—it is for them to 
have it. It is not particularly pleasant for any man, I suppose, to 
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spend the closing years of his life in vain and unavailing protest; 
but as long as he thinks his protest may avail, as long as he feels 
that the people have not yet had their fair chance and opportunity, 
it is his duty to protest, and it is to perform that duty, gentlemen, 
that I come here. 



5 . Government of Ireland Bill 


Mr. Gladstones speech may he 
found in Hansard (CCCVl [3d 
SerJ, 1215-40 [June 7, 1886]). 
The first few pages, which are 
omitted, deal largely with ques¬ 
tions of amendments and proce¬ 
dure such as might follow the 
acceptance of the principle of the 
measure hy a second reading. In 
the speech Gladstone refers to the 
Grattan (Independent Irish) Parlia¬ 
ment, 1782-1800, the legislative 
union of England and Ireland 
(1801), and various acts to redress 
Irish grievances (Disestablishment 
Act, 1869, Land Act of 1881) in 


which he had participated promi¬ 
nently. Recently he had come to 
accept Irish Home Rule, led, per¬ 
haps, hy '"the slow and relentless 
forces of conviction'* plus—his po¬ 
litical opponents asserted—the pres¬ 
sure of Charles Stewart Parnell and 
his Irish Home Rule party. More 
than ninety of his followers broke 
with him on the issue. Perhaps the 
writer may he permitted to divulge 
the sentiment that after reading 
hundreds of Parliamentary speeches 
he feels the peroration of this 
speech to he the most affecting one 
in Hansard. 


I wish now to refer to another matter. 1 hear eonstantly used 
the terms Unionists and Separatists. But what I want to know is, 
who are the Unionists? I want to know who are the Separatists? 
I see this Bill described in newspapers of great circulation, and 
elsewhere, as a Separation Bill. Several Gentlemen opposite adopt 
and make that style of description their own. Speaking of that 
description, I say that it is the merest slang of vulgar controversy. 
Do you think this Bill will tend to separation? [“Hear, hear!”] 
Well, your arguments, and even your prejudices, are worthy of all 
consideration and respect; but is it a fair and rational mode of con¬ 
ducting a controversy to attach these hard names to measures on 
which you wish to argue, and on w'hich, I suppose, you desire to 
convince by argument? Let me illustrate. I go back to the Reform 
Act of Lord Grey.^''* When that Reform Bill was introduced, it 
was conscientiously and honestly believed by great masses of men, 
and intelligent men, too, that the Bill absolutely involved the 
destruction of the Monarchy. The Duke of Wellington propounded 
a doctrine very much to this effect; but I do not think that any 
of those Gentlemen, nor the newspapers that supported them, ever 
descended so low in their choice of weapons as to call the measure 
^^the Monarchy Destruction Bill.” Such language is a mere begging 
of the question. Now, I must make a large demand on your pa¬ 
tience and your indulgence—we conscientiously believe that there 
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are Unionists and Disunionists; but that it is our policy that leads 
to union and yours to separation. This involves a very large and 
deep historical question. Let us try, for a few moments, to look at 
it historically. 

The arguments used on the other side of the House appear to 
me to rest in principle and in the main upon one of two suppositions. 
One of them, which I will not now discuss, is the profound in¬ 
competency of the Irish people; but there is another, and it is this. 
It is, I believe, the conscientious conviction of honourable Gentle¬ 
men opposite that when two or more countries, associated but not 
incorporated together, are in disturbed relations with each other, 
the remedy is to create an absolute legislative incorporation. On 
the other hand, they believe that the dissolution of such an in¬ 
corporation is clearly the mode to bring about the dissolution of 
the political relations of those countries. I do not deny that there 
may be cases in which legislative incorporation may have been 
the means of constituting a great country, as in the case of France. 
But we believe, as proved by history, that where there are those 
disturbed relations between countries associated, but not incorpo¬ 
rated, the true principle is to make ample provision for local inde¬ 
pendence, subject to Imperial unity. 'I hese are propositions of the 
greatest interest and importance. Gentlemen speak of tightening 
the ties between England and Ireland as if tightening the tie were 
always the means to be adopted. Tightening the tie is frequently 
the means of making it burst, whilst relaxing the tie is very fre¬ 
quently the way to provide for its durability, and to enable it to 
stand a stronger strain; so that it is true, as was said by the hon¬ 
ourable Member for Newcastle (Mr. Joseph Cowen), that the 
separation of Legislatures is often the union of countries, and 
the union of Legislatures is often the severance of countries. Can 
you give me a single instance from all your historical inquiries 
where the acknowledgment of local independence has been fol¬ 
lowed by the severance of countries? [Cries of ‘‘Turkey!'’ “Servia!’'] 
I was just going to refer to those countries, and to make this ad¬ 
mission—that what I have said does not apply where a third 
Power has intervened, and has given liberty in defiance of the 
Sovereign Power to the subject State. But do you purpose to wait 
until some third Power shall intervene in the case of Ireland, as 
it intervened in the case of America? [An honourable Member: 
We are not afraid.] I never asked the honourable Gentleman 
whether he was afraid. It does not matter much whether he is 
afraid or not; but I would inculcate in him that early and provident 
fear which, in the language of Mr. Burke, is the mother of safety. 
I admit that where some third Power interferes, as France inter- 
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fered in the case of America, you can expect nothing to result but 
severance with hostile feeling on both sides. But I am not speak¬ 
ing of such cases. That is not the case before us. But I ask you 
to give me a single instance where, apart from the intervention of 
a third Power, the independence of the Legislatures was followed 
by the severance of the nations? I can give several instances where 
total severance of countries has been the consequence of an attempt 
to tighten the bond—in the case of England and America, in the 
case of Belgium and Holland. The attempt to make Belgians con¬ 
form to the ways and ideas and institutions of Holland led to the 
severance of the two countries.^® 

I can understand, then, the disinclination which honourable 
Gentlemen opposite have to go into history as to these cases; but 
it will be unfolded more and more as these debates proceed, if 
the controversy be prolonged—it will more and more appear how 
strong is the foundation upon which we stand now, and upon 
which Mr. Grattan stood over 86 years ago, when he contended that 
a union of the Legislatures was the way to a moral and a real 
separation between the two countries. 

It has been asked in this debate, why have we put aside all the 
other Business of Parliament, and why have we thrown the country 
into all this agitation for the sake of the Irish Question? [“Hear, 
hear!”] That cheer is the echo that I wanted. Well, Sir, the first 
reason is this—because in Ireland the primary purposes of Govern¬ 
ment are not attained. What said the honourable Member for 
Newcastle (Mr. J. Co wen) in his eloquent speech? That in a 
considerable part of Ireland distress was chronic, disaffection was 
perpetual, and insurrection was smouldering. What is implied by 
those who speak of the dreadful murder that lately took place in 
Kerry? And I must quote the Belfast outrage along with it; 
not as being precisely of the same character, but as a significant 
proof of the weakness of the tie which binds the people to the law. 
Sir, it is that you have not got that respect for the law, that sym¬ 
pathy with the law on the part of the popple without which real 
civilization cannot exist. That is our first reason. I will not go back 
at this time on the dreadful story of the Union; but that, too, 
must be unfolded in all its hideous features if this controversy is 
to be prolonged—that Union of which I ought to say that, with- 

Mr. Gladstone then gave examples of the efficacy of home rule in pre¬ 
venting separation. 

Cf. Herbert Paul, A History of Modern England (New York: The 
Macmillan Company, 1906), V, 25, 30. See also, for disturbances in Ireland, 
the Annual Register from 1882 on. 
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out qualifying in the least any epithet I have used, I do not believe 
that that Union can or ought to be repealed, for it has made marks 
upon history that cannot be effaced. But I go on to another pious 
belief which prevails on the other side of the House, or which is 
often professed in controversies on the Irish Question. It is sup¬ 
posed that all the abuses of English power in Ireland relate to a 
remote period of history, and that from the year 1800 onwards from 
the time of the Union there has been a period of steady redress 
of grievances. Sir, I am sorry to say that there has been nothing 
of the kind. There has been a period when grievances have been 
redressed under compulsion, as in 1829, when Catholic Emancipa 
tion was granted to avoid civil war. There have been grievances 
mixed up with the most terrible evidence of the general failure of 
Government, as was exhibited by the Devon Commission in the 
year 1848. On a former night I made a quotation from the Report 
which spoke of the labourer. Now I have a corresponding quota 
tion which is more important, and which speaks of the cottier. 
What was the proportion of the population which more than 40 
years after the Union was described by the Devon Report as being 
in a condition worse and more disgraceful than any population in 
Europe? Mr. O’Connell has estimated it in this House at 5,000,000 
out of 7,000,000; and Sir James Graham, in debate with him, 
declined to admit that it was 5,000,000, but did admit that it was 
3,500,000. Well, Sir, in 1815 Parliament passed an Act of Irish 
legislation. What was the purpose of that Act? The Act declared 
that, from the state of the law in Ireland, the old intertangled 
usages and provisions containing effectual protection for the tenant 
against the landlord could not avail. These intertangled usages, 
which had replaced in an imperfect manner the tribal usages on 
which the tenure of land in Ireland was founded—Parliament swept 
them away and did everything to expose the tenant to the action 
of the landlord, but nothing to relieve or to deal with, by any 
amendment of the law, the terrible distress which was finally dis¬ 
closed by the Devon Commission. 

Again, what was the state of Ireland with regard to freedom? 
In the year 1820 the Sheriff of Dublin and the gentry of that 
county and capital determined to have a county meeting to make 
compliments to George IV,—the trial of Queen Caroline being 
just over. They held their county meeting; the people went to 
the county meeting, and a counter-address was moved, warm in 
professions of loyalty, but setting out the grievances of the country 
and condemning the trial and proceedings against the Queen. The 
Sheriff refused to hear it. He put his own motion, but refused 
to put the other motion; he left the meeting, which continued the 
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debate, and he sent in the military to the meeting, which was 
broken up by force. That was the state of Ireland as to freedom 
of Petition and remonstrance 20 years after the Union. Do you 
suppose that would have been the case if Ireland had retained 
her own Parliament? No, Sir. Other cases I will not dwell upon 
at this late hour, simply on account of the lateness of the hour. 
From 1857, when we passed an Act which enabled the landlords 
of Ireland to sell improvements on their tenants' holdings over 
their heads, down to 1880, when a most limited and carefully 
framed Bill, the product of Mr. Forsters benevolence, was passed 
by this House and rejected by an enormous majority in the House 
of Lords, thereby precipitating the Land Act of 1881, it is impos¬ 
sible to stand by the legislation of this House as a whole since the 
Union. I have sometimes heard it said. You have had all kinds 
of remedial legislation. The two chief items arc the Disestablish¬ 
ment of the Church and the reform of the Land Laws? But what 
did you say of these? Why, you said the change in the Land 
Laws was confiscation and the Disestablishment of the Church 
was sacrilege. You cannot at one and the same time condemn these 
measures as confiscation and sacrilege, and at the same time quote 
them as proofs of the justice with which you have acted to Ireland. 

I must further say that we have proposed this measure because 
Ireland wants to make her own laws. It is not enough to say that 
you are prepared to make good laws. You were prepared to make 
good laws for the Colonies. You did make good laws for the Colo 
nies according to the best of your light. The Colonists were totally 
dissatisfied with them. You accepted their claim to make their 
own laws. Ireland, in our opinion, has a claim not less urgent. 

Now, Sir, what is before us? What is before us in the event of 
the rejection of this Bill? What alternatives have been proposed? 
Here I must for a moment comment on the fertile imagination of 
my right honourable Friend the Member for West Birmingham. 
He has proposed alternatives, and plenty of them. My right 
honourable Friend says that a Dissolution has no terrors for him. 
I do not wonder at it. I do not see how a Dissolution can have 
any terrors for him. He has trimmed his vessel and he has touched 
his rudder in such a masterly way that in whichever direction the 
winds of Heaven may blow they must fill his sails. Let me illus¬ 
trate my meaning. I will suppose different cases. Supposing at the 
Election—I mean that an Election is a thing like Christmas, it is 
always coming—supposing that at an Election public opinion should 
be very strong in favour of the Bill. My right honourable Friend 
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would then be perfectly prepared to meet that public opinion, 
and tell it—“I declared strongly that I adopted the principle of the 
Bill.’' On the other hand, if public opinion was very adverse to 
the Bill, my right honourable Friend, again, is in complete armour, 
because he says—‘Yes, I voted against the Bill.” Supposing, again, 
public opinion is in favour of a very large plan for Ireland. My 
right honourable Friend is perfectly provided for that case also. 
The Government plan was not large enough for him, and he pro 
posed in his speech on the introduction of the Bill that we should 
have a measure on the basis of federation, which goes beyond this 
Bill. Lastly—and now I have very nearly boxed the compass—sup¬ 
posing that public opinion should take quite a different turn, and 
instead of wanting very large measures for Ireland should demand 
very small measures for Ireland, still the resources of my right 
honourable Friend are not exhausted, because then he is able 
to point out that the last of his plans was four Provincial Councils 
controlled from London. Under other circumstances I should, per¬ 
haps, have been tempted to ask the secret of my right honourable 
Friend's recipe; as it is, I am afraid I am too old to learn it. But 
I do not wonder that a Dissolution has no terrors for him, be¬ 
cause he is prepared in such a way and with such a series of 
expedients to meet all the possible contingencies of the case. Well, 
Sir, when I come to look at these practical alternatives and provi¬ 
sions, I find that they are visibly creations of the vivid imagination 
born of the hour and perishing with the hour, totally and absolutely 
unavailable for the solution of a great and difficult problem, the 
weight of which, and the urgency of which, my right honourable 
Friend himself in other days has seemed to feel. 

But I should not say now that our plan has possession of the 
field without a rival. Lord Salisbury has given us a rival plan. 
My first remark is that Lord Salisbury’s policy has not been dis¬ 
avowed. It is, therefore, adopted. What is it? [A laugh.] Another 
laugh? It has been disavowed; what is it? Great complaints are 
made because it has been called a policy of coercion; and Lord 
Salisbury is stated to have explained in “another place” that he is 
not favourable to coercion, but only to legislative provisions for 
preventing interference by one man with the liberty of another, 
and for insuring the regular execution of the law. And that, you 
say, is not coercion? Was that your view six months ago? What 
did the Liberal Government propose when they went out of Office? 
They proposed to enact clauses against the—[Cries of “No, no!” 
from the Opposition.] 

Lord Randolph Churchill (Paddington, S.): They never mad^ 
any proposal, 
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Mr. W. E. Gladstone: Perhaps not; but it was publicly stated. 
It was stated by me in a letter to the right honourable Gentleman. 

Sir Michael Hicks-Beach: In October. 

Mr, W, E. Gladstone: Certainly; but it was stated in order to 
correct a rather gross error of the right honourable Gentleman. 
It was stated as what we had intended when we were going out 
of Office—unless I am greatly mistaken, it was publicly stated in 
this House long before. However, it is not very important. What 
were the proposals that we were about to make, or that we were 
supposed to be about to make? Well, a proposal about “Boy¬ 
cotting’—to prevent one man interfering with the liberty of another; 
and a proposal about a change of venue to insure the execution 
of the ordinary law. And how were these proposals viewed? Did 
not the Tories go to the Elections putting upon their placards— 
“Vote for the Tories and no Coercion?” 

Sir Walter B. Barttelot (Sussex^ North-West): No, no! 

Mr. W. E. Gladstone: I do not say that every Tory did it. The 
honourable and gallant Baronet cries “No.” No doubt he did not 
do it; but he had no Irish voters. 

Sir Walter B. Barttelot: If I had I would have done it. 

Mr. W. E. Gladstone: Then it means this—that these proposals 
which we were about to make were defined as coercion by the 
Tories at the Election, and Lord Salisbury now denies them to be 
coercion; and it is resented with the loudest manifestations of dis¬ 
pleasure when anyone on this side of the House states that Lord 
Salisbury has recommended 20 years of coercion. Lord Salisbury 
recommended, as he says himself, 20 years of those measures which 
last year were denounced by the Tories. But what did Lord Salis¬ 
bury call them himself? What were his own words? His words 
were— 

“My alternative policy is that Parliament should enable the Govern¬ 
ment of England to govern Ireland.'^ 

What is the meaning of those words? Their meaning, in the first 
instance, is this—The Government does not want the aid of Parlia¬ 
ment to exercise their Executive power; it 'wants the aid of Parlia¬ 
ment for fresh legislation. The demand that the Parliament should 
enable the Government of England to govern Ireland is a demand 
for fresh legislative power. This fresh legislative power, how are 
they to use? 

“Apply that recipe honestly, consistently, and resolutely for 20 years, 
and at the end of that time you will find Ireland will be fit to accept 
any gift in the way of local government or repeal of Coercion Laws that 
you may wish to give.’* 
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And yet objections and complaints of misrepresentation teem from 
that side of the House when anyone on this side says that Lord 
Salisbury recommended coercion, when he himself applies that 
same term in his own words. A question was put to me by my 
honourable Friend the Member for Bermondsey (Mr. Thorold 
Rogers), in the course of his most instructive speech. My honour¬ 
able Friend had a serious misgiving as to the point of time. Were 
we right in introducing this measure now? He did not object to 
the principle; he intimated a doubt as to the moment. I may ask 
my honourable Friend to consider what would have happened had 
we hesitated as to the duty before us, had we used the constant 
efforts that would have been necessary to keep the late Government 
in Office, and allowed them to persevere in their intentions. On 
the 26th of January they proposed what we termed a measure of 
coercion, and I think we were justified in so terming it, because 
anything attempting to put down a political association can hardly 
have another name. Can it be denied that that legislation must 
have been accompanied by legislation against the Press, legislation 
against public meetings, and other legislation without which it 
would have been totally ineffective? Would it have been better 
if a great controversy cannot be avoided—and I am sensible of the 
evil of this great controversy—I say it is better that Parties should 
be matched in conflict upon a question of giving a great boon to 
Ireland, rather than—as we should have been if the policy of 
January 26 had proceeded—that we should have been matched and 
•brought into conflict, and the whole country torn with dispute and 
discussion upon the policy of a great measure of coercion. That is 
my first reason. 

My second reason is this. Let my honourable Friend recollect 
that this is the earliest moment in our Parliamentary history when 
we have the voice of Ireland authentically expressed in our hearing. 
Majorities of Home Rulers there may have been upon other occa¬ 
sions; a practical majority of Irish Members never has been 
brought together for such a purpose. Now, first, we can under¬ 
stand her; now, first, we are able to deal with her; we are able 
to learn authentically what she wants and wishes, what she offers 
and will do; and as we oUrselves enter into the strongest moral 
and honourable obligations by the steps which we take in this 
House, so we have before us practically an Ireland under the repre¬ 
sentative system able to give us equally authentic information, 
able morally to convey to us an assurance the breach and rupture 
of which would cover Ireland with disgrace. 

There is another reason, but not a very important one. It is this. 
I feel that any attempt to palter with the demands of Ireland, so 
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conveyed in forms known to the Constitution, and any rejection 
of the conciliatory policy, might have an effect that none of us 
could wish in strengthening that Party of disorder which is behind 
the back of the Irish Representatives, which skulks in America, 
which skulks in Ireland, which I trust is losing ground and is losing 
force, and will lose ground and will lose force in proportion as our 
policy is carried out, and which I cannot altogether dismiss from 
consideration when I take into view the consequences that might 
follow upon its rejection. 

What is the case of Ireland at this moment? Have honourable 
Gentlemen considered that they arc coming into conflict with a 
nation? Can anything stop a nation’s demand, except its being 
proved to be immoderate and unsafe? But here arc multitudes, 
and, I believe, millions upon millions, out-of-doors, who feel this 
demand to be neither immoderate nor unsafe. In our opinion, there 
is but one question before us about this demand. It is as to the 
time and circumstance of granting it. There is no question in our 
minds that it will be granted. We wish it to be granted in the 
mode prescribed by Mr. Burke. Mr. Burke said, in his first speech 
at Bristol— 

^‘I was true to my old-standing invariable principles, that all things 
which came from Great Britain should issue as a gift of her bounty and 
beneficence rather than as claims recovered against struggling litigants, 
or at least, if your beneficence obtained no credit in your concessions, 
yet that they should appear the salutary provisions of your wisdom and 
foresight—not as things WTung from you with your blood by the cruel 
gripe of a rigid necessity.” 

The difference between giving with freedom and dignity on the 
one side, with acknowledgment and gratitude on the other, and 
giving under compulsion—giving with disgrace, giving with resent¬ 
ment dogging you at every step of your path—this difference is, in 
our eyes, fundamental, and this is the main reason not only why 
we have acted, but why we have acted now# This, if I understand 
it, is one of the golden moments of our history—one of those 
opportunities which may come and may go, but which rarely re¬ 
turn, or, if they return, return at long intervals, and under cir¬ 
cumstances which no man can forecast. Tliere have been such 
golden moments even in the tragic history of Ireland, as her poet 
says— 

'‘One time the harp of Innisfail 
Was tuned to notes of gladness.” 
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And then he goes on to say— 

“But yet did oftener tell a tale 
Of more prevailing sadness/* 

But there was such a golden moment—it was in 1795—it was on the 
mission of Lord Fitzwilliam. At that moment it is historically clear 
that the Parliament of Grattan was on the point of solving the 
Irish problem. The two great knots of that problem were—in the 
first place, Roman Catholic Emancipation; and, in the second place, 
the Reform of Parliament. The cup was at her lips, and she was 
ready to drink it, when the hand of England rudely and ruthlessly 
dashed it to the ground in obedience to the wild and dangerous 
intimations of an Irish faction. 

“Ex illo fluere ac retro sublapsa leferri, 

Spes Danaum.** 

There has been no great day of hope for Ireland, no day when 
you might hope completely and definitely to end the controversy 
till now—more than 90 years. The long periodic time has at last 
run out, and the star has again mounted into the heavens. What 
Ireland was doing for herself in 1795 we at length have done. 
The Roman Catholics have been emancipated—emancipated after 
a woeful disregard of solemn promises through 29 years, emanci¬ 
pated slowly, sullenly, not from goodwill, but from abject terror, 
with all the fruits and consequences which will always follow that 
method of legislation. The second problem has been also solved, 
and the representation of Ireland has been thoroughly reformed; 
and I am thankful to say that the franchise was given to Ireland oil 
the re adjustment of last year with a free heart, with an open 
hand, and the gift of that franchise was the last act required to 
make the success of Ireland in her final effort absolutely sure. We 
have given Ireland a voice: we must all listen for a moment to 
what she says. We must all listen—both sides, both Parties, I 
mean as they are, divided on this question—divided, I am afraid, 
by an almost immeasurable gap. We do not undervalue or despise 
the forces opposed to us. I have described them as the forces of 
class and its dependents; and that as a general description—as a 
slight and rude outline of a description—is, I believe, perfectly true. 
I do not deny that many are against us whom we should have 
expected to be for us. I do not deny that some whom we see 
against us have caused us by their conscientious action the bitterest 
disappointment. You have power, you have wealth, you have rank, 
you have station, you have organization. What have we? We 
think that we have the people s heart; we believe and we know 
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we have the promise of the harvest of the future. As to the people s 
heart, you may dispute it, and dispute it with perfect sincerity. 
Let that matter make its own proof. As to the harvest of the future, 
I doubt if you have so much confidence, and I believe that there is 
in the breast of many a man who means to vote against us to-night 
a profound misgiving, approaching even to a deep conviction, that 
the end will be as we foresee, and not as you do—that the ebbing 
tide is with you and the flowing tide is with us. Leland stands at 
vou ^ bar exj^tant. hopef^ . almost suppliant. Her words are the 
words of truth and soberness! She as ks a ble ssed oblivion of the 
past, and in that oblivion our mterest is d^ 


My right honourable Lriend the Member for East Edinburgh (Mr. 
Goschen) asks us to-night to abide by the traditions of which we 
are the heirs. What traditions? By the Irish traditions? Go into 
the length and breadth of the world, ransack the literature of all 
countries, find, if you can, a single voice, a single book, find, I 
would almost say, as much as a single newspaper article, unless 
the product of the day, in which the conduct of England towards 
Ireland is anywhere treated except with profound and bitter con¬ 
demnation. Are these the traditions by which we are exhorted to 
stand? No; they are a sad exception to the glory of our country. 
They are a broad and black blot upon the pages of its history; 
and what we want to do is to stand by the traditions of which we 
are the heirs in all matters except our relations with Ireland, and 
to make our relations with Ireland to conform to the other traditions 
of our country. So we treat our traditions—so we hail the demand 
of Ireland for what I call a blessed oblivion of the past. She asks 
also a boon for the future; and that boon for the future, unless 


we are much mistaken, will be a boon to us in respect of honour, 
no less than a boon to her in respect of happiness, prosperity, and 
peace. Such, Sir, is her prayer. Think, I beseech you, think well, 
think wisely, think, not for the moment, but for the years that are 
to come, before you reject this Bill. 




6. International Monetary Conference 


Sir H. Meysey-Thom'pson, con¬ 
cluding that scarcity of gold and 
demonetization of silver were the 
chief causes of an existing depres¬ 
sion, moved that the government 
procure the reassembly of the mon¬ 
etary conference, recently held at 
Brussels, with the idea ''of finding 
some effective remedy in concert 
with other nations” Mr. Glad¬ 
stones reply is contained in Han¬ 
sard JIX [4th Ser.], 606-19 
[February 28, 1893]). 

In his reply, Gladstone pointed 
out that the Brussels conference 
assembled on the direct invita¬ 
tion of the United States and that 
it would be discourteous for Eng¬ 


land to supersede that nation by 
reassembling a conference to define 
a world policy on bimetallism—a 
procedure which the mover of the 
motion apparently hoped for. Glad¬ 
stone believed that the Powers had 
been divided at Brussels into two 
moieties, one of which wished for no 
change, the other of which was not 
disinclined to discuss with England 
any change that she might indi¬ 
cate to be desirable. But the Eng¬ 
lish Government, being "in an un¬ 
happy state of mental destitution,” 
had no plans for change in the 
reconstruction of currency. Glad¬ 
stone then proceeded to the con¬ 
sideration of the standard of value. 


I will not go into all the points raised by the Mover and Seconder 
of the Motion, but I will come to the consideration of what is the 
standard of value and what are the qualities which give to that 
standard of value those merits which have led mankind to seek it 
through a long and painful process, and to find their way step by 
step towards it, and having got it, to retain it. It seemed to me 
strange that no notice was taken by the honourable Mover of this 
Motion of a question of the most practical and vital importance 
which has been raised by Mr. GiflFen,^^ and which evidently lies at 
the very threshold of the subject, when we view it as a subject 
which has attained acceptance by Parliament, and which is now to 
assume a legislative form. The point is this; What is to take place 
in this country with respect to the enormous sums of money that 
are held at call? Now, I do not wish to impute anything, except 
that which is accepted by the promoters of the Motion. What are 
the facts? The complaint is a complaint of low prices. The desired 
condition which it is sought to bring about is a state of rising prices; 
the means to be adopted are to supply the people, who require 
money for the payment of debts or purchase of commodities, with a 
currency to which they will have access on easier terms. They are 
to get that currency cheaper. Very well. The consequence of that 
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will be, if that currency is to be obtained cheaper, that any given 
nominal amount will be worth less in that currency than it is in 
the present currency. It is unquestionably easy to lower the cur¬ 
rency a little by a very mild and genial process, like some of those 
medicines which are administered to the system and work without 
violence or pain. Now, I ask any honourable Gentleman in this 
House to put himself in the position of a man who has money at 
call. I trust all those whom I am addressing are in that happy 
position. He has money at call, and that money must be paid to 
him under the law, every farthing of it, in sovereigns. But suppose 
the honourable Gentleman by his eloquence, and the aid of those 
who support him, should have induced this House to pass a Bill, 
under influences prevailing elsewhere, by which after a particular 
day the money out at call, and now repayable in sovereigns to him, 
and in nothing worse, would become repayable in either sovereigns 
or silver in a ratio arbitrarily fixed by the State, what would be the 
effect? After that particular date they would get for the money out 
at call rather less in real value than they would get before that date. 
The consequence would be that monometallists, bimetallists, silver 
men and gold men—every one of you—would call in every farthing 
you have out at call. You are not going to be content with £90 or 
£95 after a given date if you can get £100 by calling in your money 
before that given date. By-the-bye, I think Mr. Giffen, the highest 
living authority—though there are many living authorities well ac¬ 
quainted with this subject—estimates that the sum so out at call is 
about £600,000,000; and I want to know what is to be the effect of 
saying to the owners of that £600,000,000, '‘Allow your money to 
remain where it is and you will have to take £90 or £95 for every 
£100, but before a given date you could get £100.” I want to know 
whether they would not call in their money when they could get 
£100; and I want to know, too, what would be the effect of that on 
the credit of the country, and on the stability and firmness of many 
of the best and most stable banking and commercial houses in the 
land? 

There is another point that I would just refer to for a moment 
in the speech of the honourable Mover of this Motion, as it deserves 
some notice. Does he anticipate the re-entry of the human race into 
the Garden of Eden? For he seems to think that unless we adopt 
his plan we shall fall below our present mediocre and mixed con¬ 
dition, and very likely go down lower into some other region which 
it would not be prudent, becoming, or politic to name. That ap¬ 
peared to me to be the tendency of it, and the purport of it when 
developed into its full meaning. He spoke of the condition of our 
manufactures pining in a miserable manner for the last 20 years 
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under the operation of monometallism, and he said that the cotton 
districts in particular were to go down to prairie value. That is the 
expression he used—prairie value. Such are the eyes with which 
the honourable Baronet reads the facts of our condition. He says 
that till 1873, when the Bank of France coined silver freely for 
every one who took it there, we did wonders; we were in a state of 
continual advancement; but that since 1873, we have been pining 
regularly away, until we are now little better than skin and bone, 
and the prairie value is all that will be left to us in place of the vast 
manufactures and the vast invested capital in the cotton trade of 
the country. Is that a fair representation of the course of the cotton 
trade of this country during the last 20 years? I am informed, from 
no secret sources, that during less than that time the cotton trade 
has changed enormously. I take the year 1877 and compare it with 
1891—this period of decline, of depression, of divergency between 
gold and silver, and of all the horrors that will naturally be expected 
to follow. What was the state of the cotton trade in 1877? 1 be¬ 
lieve I am correct in saying that it was then represented by 1,100,- 
000,000 lbs.; while, in 1891, that miserable, perishing industry 
presented to us only the small figure of 1,800,000,000 lbs. 1 am 
speaking of imported raw cotton, which is the measure and extent 
of the industry. Is it not singular that gentlemen should come down 
here primed with facts, and that the facts should be so acted upon, 
through the warmth of their philanthropic affections burning to 
attain a happier state of things for mankind, that they should not 
be able to take cognizance of figures like those, which show within 
the past 14 years an increase of something like 60 per cent, in the 
aggregate extent of the cotton trade of this country? 

What 1 have endeavoured to bring to my own mind, and what 
I should like to bring to the minds of others, is the consideration 
of this c|uestion~What is the standard of value? We know per¬ 
fectly well that gold is our standard of value. But what is meant 
by a standard of value?—for till we know this 1 do not sec how we 
are to attain to a right position for judging of the qualities which 
ought to recommend to us this or that form of legislation, including 
the estimation of our own standard of value. I understand by a 
standard of value a common measure of commodities. It is a com¬ 
modity itself. I admit that ought to be fully recognised. But when 
you seek for a good standard of value you seek for that by the terms 
of which you may express the real value—that is, the real purchas¬ 
ing power and force of every other commodity whatsoever. What 
is important to the owners of or the persons interested in those other 
commodities? To supply them with a good standard of value. We 
have passed beyond the stage of barter. Barter and exchange arc 
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the primary necessity of mankind in their first efforts towards civilisa¬ 
tion. Barter may be the first form of that exchange, but barter is 
so inconvenient and so hampered by the conditions under which it 
acts, that no large extension of human intercourse or commerce 
can take place under that system, and, consequently from the very 
first stages of the history of mankind there are efforts, sometimes of 
barbarous tribes, more energetic and more forcible as they attain 
more strongly towards civilisation, to get at something like a stand¬ 
ard of value. The object of it is this—that the man who has goods 
to sell, and is going to accept for those goods a certain portion of 
the standard of value, should know the real compensation he re¬ 
ceives for the thing he is going to give up, and what he can make 
of the money which is to be given to him as representing the value 
of the object he is parting with. In the same way, with regard to 
the man who buys, he also wants a standard of value which will 
represent to him as exactly as possible the power that will be in his 
hands when he has bought the commodity with its value measured 
by the amount of circulating medium that he is willing to give for 
it. It is exactly like the case of a standard of height, by which you 
can compare with the utmost exactitude the man of 5 feet with the 
man of 6 feet. What you want in this standard of value to make it 
do its work properly is fixity, steadiness, stability, and continuity. 
You want its properties to be such that what it is to-day it shall be 
to-morrow, and what it is to-morrow it shall be the next day. 

Mr. A. ]. Balfour (Manchester, E,): Hear, hear! 

Mr. W. E. Gladstone: I am very glad to hear the right honourable 
Gentleman opposite assent to that. Fixity and invariability are the 
first elements of a standard value. It should be valuable, uniform, 
and portable, and these are qualities which gold possesses. But the 
grand thing is, if it is to be a good standard of value, it should 
possess fixity and invariability. That fixity and invariability cannot 
be absolute. If you find any commodity whatever, which should 
always maintain exactly one and the same relation to the sum total 
of all the exchanges to be effected in the world, then you will have 
an absolutely perfect standard; but that yqja cannot do. We do not 
pretend that gold is an absolutely unchangeable standard of value; 
but the belief is, at any rate, held by a large portion of civilised 
mankind—it is a belief growing and gaining ground from year to 
year—that gold is the best standard of value, because, above all, it 
is the least variable standard of all. The Commission which sat 
some time ago did not admit that the supposed scarcity of gold had 
been proved, and the honourable Baronet the Mover of the Resolu¬ 
tion did not supply that proof. There are no proofs. There are 
some great commodities which are very low. It is not for me to 
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dogmatise about it; but this I can say, that no proof of a gold famine 
has been supplied. But then, Sir, it is obvious and just to observe 
that the fall in some commodities—in wheat most conspicuously—is 
the natural result of the combined action of certain causes, the ex¬ 
istence of which is well known, one of them being the long con¬ 
tinuance of peace, and therefore the larger and the more free 
application of human industry to the business of production, and 
the enormous cheapening of the means of communication. 

Is it true that every great commodity has fallen in value? Quite 
the contrary. Let us look at another very great commodity—at what 
is, perhaps, the greatest commodity in the world, greater even than 
gold—that of human labour. I want to know whether that is not 
rising all over the world, and whether it has not risen enormously 
in this country, in almost every branch that can be named. Com¬ 
pare the wages of domestic servants with what they were 30 or 40 
years ago, in the blessed period, according to the honourable Bar¬ 
onet. Take also the limited class about whom I happened to hear 
the other day—the theatrical profession. I have it on unquestionable 
authority that the ordinary payments received by actors and actresses 
have risen largely. No one is unaware of the increase of fees in the 
medical profession, and I am bound to say that there are none more 
nobly earned in the world than by that description of labour. I do 
not know whether there are any in this House who are personally 
cognisant of all the circumstances connected with the gold dis¬ 
coveries. They were extremely curious and of the greatest interest; 
and I make this concession—that at the period of the gold discoveries, 
if, had it not been for those discoveries, we must have had a gold 
famine in the world; but owing, as some would say, to a happy 
accident, or, as others would say, under the influence of an old- 
fashioned belief, to the wise, providential adaptations which are 
constantly at work, the gold discoveries in California, and after¬ 
wards in Australasia, corresponded with the most astonishing de¬ 
velopment of industrial power ever known in the history of the 
world. It was at that very time when the railway system began, 
when the ocean steamer system was transformed, when the tele¬ 
graph came into existence, and a multitude of material changes, all 
operating in the same direction; and at that very time came what is 
probably more powerful than all—Free Trade legislation. The result 
was an enormous extension of human industry, and a vast enlarge¬ 
ment of the exchanges which had to be effected in the world. The 
gold discoveries appeared to meet the great want thus created, and 
certainly no gold famine was experienced in England at that time; 
but these gold discoveries became exceedingly large, especially 
when the Australian discoveries were rapidly accumulated on the 
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Californian supply. The effect was that there went abroad an 
opinion, entertained just as strongly and as conscientiously as the 
present opinion about a gold famine, that there was a plethora. I 
am not exaggerating when I say that not only the ignorant herd, 
but many men of sense, and practical men who were high and 
solid authorities on questions of economy, believed firmly about 40 
or 45 years ago that gold was depreciated 20 or 30 per cent. I 
might mention a few names. There was the late Viscount Card- 
well, as good an economist as I have ever known among purely 
political men; there was Mr. Cobden, who, in addition to his other 
great gifts and powers, undoubtedly stood very high as a political 
economist; and there was the distinguished friend of Mr. Cobden, 
M. Chevalier, who published a book, the main proposition of which 
was that gold had undergone a real depreciation of 20 per cent. All 
that has blown over now, and nobody believes at present in any 
such depreciation. 

I believe it so happened, too, that at that period silver was in a 
state of considerable steadiness, and afforded a very fair test of 
values in the market. I think I should be right in saying that silver 
then rose from 5s. to 5s.2d. per ounce, and that gold fell about 3 
per cent. That was a most severe trial, and there is no epoch in 
history, not even in the 16th century—when such remarkable 
changes were prcxluced by the discovery of America—when so vast 
and enormous an addition had been made, almost at a moment s 
notice, to the monetary transactions of the world, and to the neces¬ 
sity thereby created for an enlargement of the circulating medium. 
That test gold has stood, and has not varied more than about 3 per 
cent. I should say that is a very respectable case to make out for 
gold as a circulating medium. If, under such pressure and such an 
agony of trial I might almost call it, the fluctuation of gold 
amounted to only a trifle, the position of gold as a standard of value 
is splendidly demonstrated. 

Now, Sir, it is proposed to give silver a share in the supply as a 
circulating medium, but what has been the case with regard to 
silver? The supply of silver appears to be subjected to more extraor¬ 
dinary variations than any ever known in the case of gold. The 
variation in the value of silver within the last 20 or 30 years is not 
less than 40 per cent., and not only that, but the honourable Bar¬ 
onet who made the Motion told us that we are not at the end of 
the variation, for he said that the rupee, which was once worth 2s., 
and which is now worth Is. 2Vid., will probably go down further, 
to Is. or even to 9d. That means, therefore, that unless you step in 
and give the artificial assistance of the law this great commodity of 
silver, which it is proposed to bring into partnership with gold as 
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supplying a standard of value for the conduct of all exchanges, will, 
under the operation of actual facts, aided a little by the prophecies 
of the honourable Baronet, fall between 60 per cent, and 70 per 
cent. 

Am I right in contending that fixity is the proper requirement of 
a standard of value? If it is, I want to know how you can improve 
that standard of value which, under the severest circumstances, has 
never varied more in this country than 3 per cent, or 4 per cent., 
how you can prove that by associating with it a commodity which 
has actually varied to the extent of 40 per cent., and with respect 
to which those who regard it with the largest amount of favour 
anticipate a further variation of 25 per cent, or 30 per cent. Do you 
suppose this is all to be set right by fixing a ratio? On what day 
will you fix a ratio? And if you fix your ratio, what will be the 
state on the next day of the markets with reference to the com¬ 
modities for which you are fixing a ratio? Do you think a man who 
has money to receive will be content to take less because, stepping 
out of your province, you have told him that he ought to be satisfied 
with a less valuable commodity than that which he expects? I do 
not believe it. I believe the opinion of those who look to fixing a 
ratio is that it must be a mutable ratio. I do not enter into the 
question whether a double standard is conceivable under certain 
circumstances. I believe it is. I look at the actual facts which are 
before me, and I ask. Is there any period during the last 30 years 
when you could have fixed a ratio between gold and silver by law 
on a given day, and when you would not have been compelled to 
change it again and again? If so, what is our standard of value to 
be? I do not mean what is the idea of the standard of value to be. 
Are we to choose it for its fixity, or are we to choose it for its 
liability to indefinite and eternal change? 

The honourable Member spoke rather with ridicule upon the posi¬ 
tion of this country as the great creditor of the countries of the 
world. Well, Sir, it is the great creditor of the countries of the 
world; of that there can be no doubt whatever; and it is increasingly 
the great creditor of the countries of the world. I suppose there 
is not a year which passes over our heads which does not largely 
add to the mass of British investments abroad. I am almost afraid 
to estimate the total amount of the property which the United 
Kingdom holds beyond the limits of the United Kingdom, but of 
this I am well convinced, that it is not to be counted by tens or 
hundreds of millions. One thousand millions probably would be an 
extremely low and inadequate estimate. Two thousand millions or 
something even more than that is very likely to be nearer the mark, 
I think under these circumstances it is rather a serious matter to ask 
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this country to consider whether we are going to perform this su¬ 
preme act of self-sacrifice. I have a profound admiration for cos¬ 
mopolitan principles. I can go a great length in moderation in 
recommending their recognition and establishment; but if there are 
these £2,000,000,000 or £1,500,000,000 which we have got abroad, 
it is a very serious matter as between this country and other coun¬ 
tries. We have nothing to pay them; we are not debtors at all; we 
should get no comfort, no consolation out of the substitution of an 
inferior material, of a cheaper money, which we could obtain for 
less and part with for more. We should get no consolation, but 
the consolation throughout the world would be great. This splendid 
spirit of philanthropy, which we cannot too highly praise-hecause 
I have no doubt all this is foreseen-would result in our making a 
present of £50,000,000 or £100,000,000 to the world. It would be 
thankfully accepted, but I think that the gratitude for your benevo¬ 
lence would be mixed with very grave misgivings and doubts as to 
your wisdom. I have shown why we should pause and consider for 
ourselves once, twice, and thrice before departing from the solid 
ground on which you have within the last half-century erected a 
commercial fabric unknown in the whole history of the world-be¬ 
fore departing from that solid ground you should well consult and 
well consider and take no step except such as you can well justify 
to your own understanding, to your fellow-countrymen, and to those 
who come after us. 



7 . Training in the University 


Gladstone gave the lord rector s 
address to the students at Glasgow 
on December 5, 1879. He s'poke 
on the three great professions— 
medicine, law, and the ministry — 
and what he called the new pro- 
fession of the teacher. Passing from 
the subject of professions, he made 
a few remarks upon studies. Only 
that portion that treats of history is 


given in the following extract. The 
complete speech can be found in 
Gladstone s Political Speeches in 
Scotland (Edinburgh, 1880). This 
portion is presented partly for the 
light which it throws upon Glad¬ 
stone s attitude of mind and partly 
for the vindication which it seeming¬ 
ly gives to a collection of speeches 
such as this volume contains. 


There is one among the pursuits of what I have termed humanity 
upon which, before I close, I would particularly remark, because it 
is a branch which is only now beginning in England to assume its 
proper place in education and in letters, and as to which I am under 
the impression that Scotland also may have been backward, not¬ 
withstanding its loyal care for all the records of its own olden time. 
Excuse me, then gentlemen, if I return for a few moments to the 
subject of historical studies. These studies do not, it is true, directly 
subserve the purpose of any particular profession. To be a good 
historian does not make a man a good lawyer, or a good physician, 
or a good divine. They must, therefore, when they are put upon 
their trial, or when the question lies between them and some other 
study, be judged not according to their immediate effect in enlarg¬ 
ing the apparatus of professional knowledge, but by their immediate 
effect upon the man himself in his general aptitudes, and by their 
mediate effect through these upon his professional competency. 
They can only then be recommended, gentlemen, subject to condi¬ 
tions. The law of necessity, the limitation of time, may not allow 
us to widen our course of application so far as to include them. 
Again, they can only be recommended in the sense of a large, not 
of a narrow utility. But in so far as a happy lot may give you liberty 
of choice, I would urge and entreat you, gentlemen, to give a place, 
and that no mean place, in the scheme of your pursuits, to the 
study of human history. The several kinds of knowledge need to 
be balanced one with another, somewhat as the several limbs of the 
body need a proportioned exercise in order to secure a healthy and 
equable development. The knowledge of the heavenly bodies, the 
knowledge of the planet on which we live, of the qualities of its 
material elements, and of all its living orders, valuable, nay, invalu¬ 
able as it may be shown to be, is nevertheless knowledge wholly 
inferior in rank to the knowledge of the one living order that be- 
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yond measure transcends all the rest, and that has, for perhaps its 
most distinctive characteristic, this, that it possesses a history. 

This history is among the most potent and effective of all the 
instruments of human education. It introduces us to forms of 
thought and action which are infinitely diversified. It gives us far 
larger materials of judgment upon human conduct, and upon the 
very springs of action, than any present experience can confer. 
Allow me to observe to you, gentlemen, that judgment upon human 
conduct is perhaps the most arduous among all the tasks to which 
the mind of man can be addressed. It is a work the perfect per¬ 
formance of which, I apprehend, surpasses all our powers. To some 
it may sound like a paradox, but I believe it to be the simple truth, 
that no man, and no combination of men, is capable of weighing 
action in the scales of absolute justice, any more than the greatest 
artists that ever lived in Greece were competent to express absolute 
beauty by the force of their imaginations and the labour of their 
hands. But as in the case of the artist the constant effort to reach 
an unattainable perfection availed to produce approximations at 
least to ideal excellence, so in the case of the historian the steady 
and loyal endeavour to be absolutely just and true in the lofty task 
of passing judgment will keep the head steady and the foot sure in 
many a dangerous path by bog and precipice, and will give mighty 
aid in raising the mind of man to its best capacity for the noblest 
of all its operations, the search and discernment of the truth. But 
there is one peculiar note of the consummate historic student, nay 
the historic reader, which deserves beyond all others to be pressed 
upon your attention, and in which he partakes of the highest quality 
of the historian himself. Let us ask ourselves what is that highest 
quality? Of him who betakes himself to the writing of history, to 
the telling us what man and the world have been in other times, 
much indeed is required. He must, for example, be learned, up 
right, exact, methodical, and clear. This is much, but it is not 
enough. The question remains behind—By what standard is the 
child of the present to judge the children of the past? Our mental 
habits are shaped according to the age in which we live, our thought 
is saturated with its colour. But, in lilfe manner, those who went 
before us in the long procession of our race, took the form and 
pressure of their own time. Therefore, they must not be judged 
according to the form and pressure of ours. Those who in other 
days denounced death against idolaters, or those who inflicted it 
upon heretics, must not be sentenced without taking into view the 
enormous difference in mental habits produced by two opposed 
religious atmospheres,—the one, in which dogma was never ques¬ 
tioned; the other, in which doubt, denial, and diverse apprehension 
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so prevail as greatly to bewilder and unsettle the ordinary mind. 
Charles the First must not be tried by the rules of a constitutional 
monarchy, now so familiar to our thoughts and language. Queen 
Elizabeth, working under the terrible conditions of her epoch and 
her position, must not be judged by the standards which will be 
applicable to Queen Victoria. The great Popes of the Middle Ages, 
especially the two greatest of them all, Gregory the Seventh and 
Innocent the Third, must not be denounced as aggressors upon 
civil authority, without bearing in mind that in those days the 
guardians of law and right were oftentimes the glaring examples of 
violence, lawlessness, and fraud. The historian, and in his measure 
the reader of the historian, must lift himself out of what is now 
called his own environment, and by effort of mind assume the point 
of view and think under the entire conditions which belonged to 
the person he is calling to account. In so far as he fails to do this, he 
perverts judgment by taking his seat on the tribunal loaded with 
irrelevant and with misleading matter. But in so far as he succeeds, 
he not only discharges a duty of equity, but he acquires by degrees a 
suppleness and elasticity of mental discernment which enable him 
to separate, even in complicated subject-matter, between the wine 
and lees, between the grain and the chaff, between the relevant 
matter in a controversy—which, when once ascertained and set in 
order, easily leads up to a right judgment—and the bypaths of preju¬ 
dice, ignorance, and passion, which lead away from it. The his¬ 
torical mind is the judicial mind in the exactness of its balance; it 
is the philosophic mind in the comprehensiveness and refinement 
of its view. Nor is there any toiler in the wide field of thought who 
more than the historian requires to eschew what is known in trade 
by the homely but expressive phrase of ^scamping’ his work. He 
must, if only for his own sake, and to give himself a chance of 
holding a place in the kindly memory of men, bestow upon his work 
that ample expenditure of labour of which Macaulay, independently 
of all his other brilliant gifts, has given to this age a superlative and 
rare example. In him we have an illustration of a vital truth; in 
mental work the substance and the form are so allied that they 
cannot be severed. The form is the vehicle through which the 
work of the substance is to pass; if the point of the arrow be too 
blunt, the strength of the arm is vain; and every student, in what¬ 
ever branch, should carry with him the simple specific of recollect¬ 
ing the well-known saying of Dr. Johnson, who, when he was asked 
how he had attained to his extraordinary excellence in conversation, 
replied that, whatever he had had to say, he had constantly taken 
pains to say it in the best manner that he could. 
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SALISBURY 


L ord Salisbury (1830-1903), Disraeli’s successor as leader 
^ of the Conservative party, was much more nearly attuned 
to the early nineteenth-century toryism than to Tory democracy. 
He believed that questions should be considered in their historic 
connections and that existing institutions should be changed 
only so far as to remedy practical evils. As disdainful as Burke 
himself was he of the type of legislation and government which 
upon the basis of a priori reasoning would attempt to plan for 
the future. “Large conceptions” in lawmaking, he would have 
maintained, were characterized “by their disregard of justice and 
individual liberty, or their sacrifice of realities to the symmetry 
of cherished theories.” ^ 

Lord Robert Cecil, as he was known by courtesy title, was the 
second son of the second Marquis of Salisbury and representative 
of a family famous in Elizabeth’s day. He was trained at Eton 
and at Oxford where, as Secretary and Treasurer of the Oxford 
Union Society, he showed enough promise to call forth from 
some of his colleagues the prediction that he might become Prime 
Minister. Neither he himself nor his father, however, apparently 
thought very highly of his abilities. In his reaction to the politics 
of the day he showed himself, as a schoolboy, an uncompromis¬ 
ing Tory, and supported protection; in his reaction to the past 
he displayed a like attitude and made Strafford his hero. His 
training had been hindered by poor health; upon leaving school 
he therefore attempted recovery by going to the Cape in a sailing 
vessel. Before his return almost two years had elapsed and he 
had visited Australia and New Zealand. 

At twenty-two he was uncertain of the future. Happily for 
him, an opportunity soon arose to represent the pocket borough 


' Lady Gwendolen Cecil, Life of Robert, Marquis of Salisbury (London: 
Hodder and Stoughton, 1921-1932), III, 167. 
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of Stamford; he was elected to the House of Commons in 1853 
and continued to represent the same constituency until he be¬ 
came a peer. His maiden speech, in opposition to Lord John 
Russeirs proposals for university reform and in defense of 
ancient endowments, showed that he still possessed the same 
conservative feelings he had displayed in his school days, but 
in reality he may be classified as almost an independent in his 
speeches and activities while a member of the lower house. He 
distrusted Disraeli and disagreed with him on the question of 
admission of Jews to Parliament as well as on the question of 
Parliamentary reform. He criticized many of the policies of the 
Liberals such as repeal of the paper duties and competitive or, 
rather, qualifying examinations for civil service. But, on the 
other hand, when he deemed a practical reform necessary, he 
spoke out with sharpness as in his denunciation of the harshness 
of the London Boards of Guardians to the destitute poor. His 
opinions during the decade of the sixties can best be obtained 
from his writings in the Quarterly Review, Concomitantly with 
the development of his abilities as an essayist grew his aptitude 
for Parliamentary conflict, but, whether writing or speaking, he 
was the constant defender of property and the legislature as it 
was then constituted. 

Lord Robert became Lord Cranborne upon the death of his 
brother in 1865 and shortly afterward was asked to join the 
Derby-Disraeli ministry as Secretary of State for India. But he 
resigned in March 1867 rather than agree to Disraeli^s proposal 
for extensive Parliamentary reform and thereafter denounced 
his former leader in such way as to recall to mind the aspersions 
cast by that leader himself upon Peel's change of front in the 
matter of protection. For Cranborne's attitude on democracy as 
expressed even prior to his acceptance of office, see “Representa¬ 
tion of the People" (page 319). 

Lord Cranborne remained a rebel for no great length of time 
for Gladstone's Irish policy was destined to reunite the Conserv¬ 
atives. His own opinions of that policy were to be heard in the 
House of Lords, however, since the death of his father in 1868 
led to his transference to the Upper House. “The Ixirds and the 
Established Church in Ireland" (page 327) gives his views on 
the functions of the House of Lords and also his defense of the 
Established Church in Ireland. 
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During a large part of the period 1868-1874, when his party 
was in opposition, Lord Salisbury acted as chairman of the Great 
Eastern Railway and upon the Conservative return to power ac¬ 
cepted again the India office even though he still distrusted 
Disraeli. In the embroilment of the Eastern question, however, 
he rather suddenly veered to the latter s support. Explanation 
of the situation is perhaps best taken from the official biographer: 
''Lord Salisbury was compelled by circumstances to trust his 
chief,—and found in fact that he could do so with impunity. 
Collaboration was the cause and not the result of the change 
of sentiment.^^ ^ 

He was given the Foreign Office in 1878. The new duties 
appealed to him and brought him fame. He acted as second 
plenipotentiary at the Congress of Berlin and when, after Dis¬ 
raeli’s death, he became leader of the party and was returned to 
power he took the Foreign Office himself. Perhaps his antipathy 
to democratic movements caused him to look with favor upon 
an office where secrecy could, to a degree, be justified. In any 
case, as Prime Minister he was not responsible himself for the 
enactment of social legislation, though, influenced by Reaney’s 
Bitter Cry of Outcast London, he spoke for better dwellings® 
(cf. "Housing of the Working Classes,^’ page 336) and his ad¬ 
ministration passed certain practical measures, such as the Local 
Government Act of 1888 which gave the conduct of local affaits 
to the popularly elected county councils. But the union and the 
empire was his theme. Supported by the Liberal Unionists he 
opposed Gladstone’s plan for Irish Home Rule. That he had 
ever thought to "dish the Whigs,” as Disraeli was reputed to 
have attempted with Parliamentary reform, by meeting the 
demands of the Irish Nationalists does not seem possible to the 
official biographer. In any case when Gladstone came out for 
Home Rule, a Conservative leader would be inclined to reject it. 
The speech, delivered at Liverpool in 1888, deals with the Irish 
question and also touches on free trade (cf. page 343). 

Of the dates of his prime ministership, 1885-1886, 1886-1892, 
and 1895-1902, the middle period saw him attaining his greatest 
achievements. Guiding the imperial spirit which was represented 


* Cecil, Life, II, 202. 

• He had been interested in the subject earlier. Cf. Cecil, Life, II, 4. 
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in Professor Seeleys Expansion of England (1883), he gave a 
degree of dignity to the scramble for Africa, managing at the 
same time to keep from war with France and to get an under- 
standing with Germany on the subjects of Heligoland and Zan¬ 
zibar (cf. page 348). He provided by the Naval Defense Act 
of 1889 for the completed construction of ten new battleships 
and sixty cruisers within four and a half years. His was the 
administration in charge of the Golden Jubilee of 1887 and the 
first imperial conference. And as for territorial increase Lord 
Rosebery estimated in 1896 that two and a half million square 
ifiiles had been added to the British Empire within twelve years. 
Here was an empire builder whose emphasis on colonial develop¬ 
ment contrasted brilliantly in its seeming achievements with the 
imperialism of Disraeli! Even so the jingoes were far from satis¬ 
fied. His moderation, especially in his later prime ministership, 
compared unfavorably in their eyes with the enthusiasm of 
Joseph Chamberlain and Cecil Rhodes. Almost guilty of flouting 
was he in declaring that if military advisers were allowed full 
scope they would insist on the importance of garrisoning the 
moon in order to protect the country from Mars. Certainly he 
seemed restrained in his attitude toward the German Emperor’s 
attempted meddling with the Transvaal question and toward 
President Cleveland’s fulminations on the Venezuela boundary. 
He was friendly to the United States during the Spanish-Amer- 
ican War even though Canning in 1822 had warned, '‘What 
cannot and must not be is that any great maritime Power should 
get possession of Cuba,” and, in abandoning the Clayton-Bulwer 
Treaty, he left the United States free to construct and defend 
a transisthmian canal practically on her own terms.^ But though 
he had cordial relations with America and kept together the 
concert of Europe, he finally reaped in the Boer War a bitter 
fruitage from imperalism. liis lack of ^vigor'’* in the conduct of 
the war was caustically attacked by such a periodical as Punch 
just as his lack of insight in using a favorable opportunity for 
reforming and strengthening the House of Lords has been the 

* Cf. Quarterly Review, October 1912. 

®He is depicted in the Westminster Gazette, November 29, 1901, as the 
dormouse. Cf. “Saki’^ [Hector H. Munro], The Westminster Alice CNew 
York: The Viking Press, n.d.). 
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cause of chagrin to Conservative adherents.^ But he doubtless 
gloried—notwithstanding a growing inactivity—in the pride of 
the London Times of the Diamond Jubilee Year: 

The position of the colonies as they stand to-day and the attitude 
which they now assume towards each other and towards the mother 
country are not the least of the witnesses to the innate statesman¬ 
ship of the British race. It is the race which has created the colonies. 
It is the race which yearly is knitting them closer and closer to each 
other and to their common home.'^ 

There was wanting in him, however, the keen vision for prac¬ 
tical means of accomplishing imperial association (cf. “The Em¬ 
pire,'' page 357) and also that lesser faculty, the prescience that 
days of social legislation (1906-1914) must, from the very dis¬ 
closures of the B(x^r War, be at hand. Rather, he was willing 
to apply himself to the defense of the administration—upon 
occasions of attack at the opening of the new century—by 
utilizing, at least in part, the thesis of the inability of the British 
constitution to function with immediate success during a crisis 
(cf. page 360). Finally in 1900, in ill health and sorrowing over 
the loss of a wife who had been responsible at least in part for 
his attainments, he gave up the Foreign Office, though the 
premiership was his until the end of the war in South Africa. 

Lord Salisbury had other interests besides politics: In early life 
he studied botany and in the decade of the sixties began experi¬ 
mentations in chemistry. He also was a student of the factual 
data of history but cared little lor the philosophic aspects of the 
subject. An example of his attitude is to be found in his presi¬ 
dential address at the British Association for the Advancement 
of Science at Oxford in 1894 in which his theme was the history 
of scientific progress. I le was so far from being insensible to the 
practical that, taking advantage of a stream which flowed through 
his estate at Hatfield, he contrived to have his home one of the 
first two houses in England to use the incandescent light of 
Edison, and, playing with the telephone in its early stages of 
development, he often startled his guests by unexpectedly voicing 
from the shrubbery, “Hey, diddle, diddle, the cat and the fiddle; 

•Cf. Herbert Maxwell, A Century of Empire (London: E. Arnold, 
1911), III, 230. 

^ Editorial, The Times (London), June 11, 1897. 
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the cow jumped over the moon.”® He was also under obligation 
to learn much about agriculture in handling his estate. 

As a young speaker in the House of Commons he showed 
much natural ability at epigrammatic expression and frequently 
caused an adversary to writhe. His dignified presence gave ef¬ 
fectiveness to his speeches in the House of Lords, where he spoke 
without notes and with little display of rhetoric and declamation. 
Aroused by Gladstone’s campaign, he felt obliged to take the 
stump and between 1880 and 1886 spoke on more than seventy 
public platforms to audiences that often could be counted by 
thousands. But as a public speaker he lacked passion in his 
eloquence and, to a large degree, personal magnetism. Perhaps 
his nearsightedness caused him to react to an unseen audience 
as if it were lifeless. 

In any case he was and is noteworthy not as a popular orator 
but as the exponent of colonial and foreign affairs. Popular 
emotions he deemed a pernicious influence upon foreign policy 
and secrecy in the foreign office a necessity even in a democratic 
age. To the student, therefore, the difficulties, if not the impos¬ 
sibility, of broad generalizations in history may become apparent 
when consideration is given to the fact that a century noteworthy 
in English history for the growth of political democracy should 
have produced on its ending in Salisbury a statesman much more 
conservative than the representative of its inception. Canning. 


»Cecil,Dfe,III,8. 



1. Representation of the People 


The following speech is taken 
from Hansard (CLXXXlll [3d 
Ser,], 6-24 [April 27, 1866]). The 
omitted first two colums of ''Rep¬ 


resentation of the People” attack 
Gladstones interpretations of Con- 
omitted first two columns of "Rep¬ 
ing class. 


For myself, I will venture to make my confession of faith on the 
subject of the working classes. I feel there are two tendencies to 
avoid. I have heard much on the subject of the working classes in 
this House which I confess has filled me with feelings of some 
apprehension. It is the belief of many honourable Gentlemen op¬ 
posite that the working classes are to be our future Sovereign, that 
they are to be the great power in the State, against which no other 
power will be able to stand; and it is with feelings of no small 
horror and disgust that 1 have heard from many honourable Gentle¬ 
men phrases which sound, I hope unduly, like adulation of the 
Sovereign they expect to rule over them. 

Now, if there is one claim which the House of Commons has 
on the respect of the people of this country, it is the great historic 
fame it enjoys—if it has done anything to establish the present 
balance of power among all classes of the community, and prevent 
any single element of the Constitution from overpowering the rest, 
it is that in presence of all powers, however great and terrible they 
may have been, the House of Commons has always been free and 
independent in its language. It never in past times, when Kings 
were powerful, fawned upon them. It has always resisted their 
unjust pretences. It always refused to allow any courtierly instincts 
to suppress in it that solicitude for the freedom of the people of 
this country which it was instituted to cherish. I should deeply 
regret, if at a time when it is said we are practically about to change 
our Sovereign, and when some may think that new powers are about 
to rule over the country, a different spirit were to influence and 
inspire the House of Commons. Nothing could be more dangerous 
to the reputation of the House, nothing more fatal to its authority, 
than that it should be suspected of sycophancy to any power, either 
from below or above, that is likely to become predominant in the 
State. 

My own feeling with respect to the working men is simply this 
—we have heard a great deal too much of them, as if they were 
different from other Englishmen. I do not understand why the 
nature of the poor or working men in this country should be differ- 
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ent from that of any other Englishman. They spring from the 
same race. They live under the same climate. They are brought 
up under the same laws. They aspire after the same historical 
model which we admire ourselves; and I cannot understand why 
their nature is to be thought better or worse than that of other 
classes. I say their nature, but I say nothing about their temptations. 
If you apply to any class of the community special temptations, you 
will find that class addicted to special vices. And that is what I fear 
you are doing now. You are not recognizing the fact that, dealing 
with the working classes, you are dealing with men who are Eng¬ 
lishmen in their nature, and who have every English virtue and 
vice: you are applying to them a special training, and yet refuse to 
look forward to the special result, which all who know human 
nature must inevitably expect. 

Those Members who have sat on Election Committees will, I 
think, agree with me, that the franchise is a convertible commodity. 
It has a value, indeed, in two ways. The franchise has a direct 
money value to those who do not care much about public affairs 
in the way of bribery. It has an indirect value to those who do 
care about public affairs in the way of encouraging unjust and 
special class legislation. If you give the franchise to those who 
may naturally be tempted to misuse it, you must expect that the 
larger proportion who are not deeply interested in public affairs 
will be liable to the temptation—I do not say they will always yield 
to it—of treating it as a saleable commodity. The minority, more 
influential, more deeply interested in public affairs, will be liable 
to the temptation of treating it not as a saleable commodity, but as 
something to get for them laws with respect to taxation and 
property, specially favourable to them as a class, and, therefore, 
dangerous to all other classes of the community. That is the tempta¬ 
tion to which you are exposing the working man by giving him 
the franchise. I say further that you are exposing him to it more 
than other classes of the community for this simple reason, that 
he is poorer. It is perfectly true that the [X)or have their virtues 
as well as the rich, and that the rich have their vices as well as 
the poor. But the vices of the poor haVfe, unfortunately, a special 
bearing on their fitness for the exercise of political rights. The 
poor are liable more than the rich to be tempted if you place in 
their hands anything that is pecuniarily convertible. A great deal 
of odium has been cast on some Members of this House because 
they have stated that the working classes are more venal than the 
rich. That is not true as to their nature, but it is true as to the 
temptations to which they arc exposed. It is ridiculous to say that 
fISO will not tempt a man more of whose income it forms a third 
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or a fourth than one of whose income it forms only the thirtieth 
or fortieth part; and therefore all bribes whether in the direct form 
of money value, or in the indirect form of class legislation, must 
be expected to operate more on the working classes than on any 
other class of the community. It is not a paradox, but a simple 
truism, that a man who is hungry will care more for a good dinner 
than one who has already dined. But, Sir, that seems to me to be 
the simple truth about—I will not say the working classes, for I 
dislike to treat any particular vocation as distinct and separate in 
this community—but as to those who have less property in the 
country. In proportion as the property is small, the danger of 
misusing the franchise will be great. You may cover that by senti¬ 
ment, you may attempt to thrust it away by vague declamation, 
but as a matter of fact and as a matter of truth it will remain all 
the same.^. 

I now come to the speech of the honourable Member for West¬ 
minster certainly the most able and most convincing speech that 
has been made in the course of the debate. The honourable Gentle¬ 
man argued in favour of the concentration of the franchise, fie 
said it was true that the working classes were represented up to a 
certain point, but that their representation was valueless, because 
it was not sufficiently concentrated. Now, I entirely agree with 
the honourable Member to this extent, that the concentration of the 
franchise of the working classes would in many cases be highly 
desirable. I concur with him that the presence of a certain number 
of working men in this House would be no derogation to the dignity 
of this Assembly, but would be a positive addition to its power 
and its value in the estimation of the community. In fact, if I 
might go as far as to make a definite proposition, I should say that 
I would readily sacrifice twenty or thirty seats of what the right 
honourable Gentleman the Chancellor of the Exchequer calls the 
'‘Mountain,” with a very apt recollection of their political associa¬ 
tions, and I would substitute in their place working men. I believe 
that the natural leaders of the working classes—the prominent men 
among them—would make better representatives than some persons 
of a higher class, who, for reasons best known to themselves, desire 
to identify themselves with those classes. 

But the whole argument of the honourable Member appears 
to be supported by this fallacy. He admitted distinctly that the 
preponderance of the working classes in this House was a thing 
to be avoided; he admitted that if the working classes returned a 

• There is omitted a discussion of party maneuvering. 

“John Stuart Mill. 
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majority of the Members, that the possibility or the probability 
was that they would endeavour to place upon the statute book 
theories which he more than any other man objected to. Up to 
this point I began to think that the honourable Gentleman s speech 
was in favour of the Aniendment.^^ But, surely the honourable 
Member will require, before he votes in favour of the Bill, proof 
that what he fears will not result from it. I, at least, expected from 
him proof that the policy of the Government, as explained by their 
Bill, was not that the working classes should obtain a majority. 
But did he prove that? No, he never attempted to do so—he stopped 
short of the question altogether. He passed over to the cattle 
plague and to other general topics, and he never attempted to prove 
that the working classes would not have a preponderance of power 
under this Bill. That is the point I want to see proved; that is 
the point that this Amendment requires to be proved. The test 
by which a good Reform Bill may be distinguished from a bad 
one is, that under it the working classes shall not now, or at any 
proximate period, command a majority in this House. If the 
honourable Gentleman does not prove that, the keystone of his 
argument is wanting. It is not difficult to show danger or ruin 
in this direction. The honourable Member for Birmingham, in his 
speech the other night, pointed out to us that, as we arrange the 
re-distribution of seats so do we arrange the re-distribution of power. 

Mr. Bright: I said, that in that way you might destroy popular 
representation. 

Viscount Cranhourne: Exactly so; and you would do the other 
thing. You might produce Re-publicanism on the one hand and 
absolute despotism on the other. I think the honourable Gentle¬ 
man was good enough to say that if the right honourable Member 
for Caine and myself had the re-distribution of seats the popular 
power would be destroyed; but I rather think that if he and the 
honourable Member for Leicester had to re-distribute them we 
should have a precisely opposite result, and the popular, or, rather, 
the democratic party would be the only one left in the coun¬ 
try.*^. 

Who are they who support the present Bill? Are its supporters 
the moderate Liberals, or do they come from the ranks of those 
who have loudly announced their intention of destroying the House 

l.e., to have placed before the House a redistribution plan as well as the 
franchise qualifications. He would have been actir^, in that case, against the 
Russell-Gladstone ministry, which brought in the Reform Bill of 1866. 

Robert Lowe. 

Details on the question of redistribution and on the past history of 
Parliamentary reform are omitted. 
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of Peers and the Established Church? Are they not those who 
delight in rendering homage to American institutions, and whose 
desire it is to see those institutions adopted as a pattern for this 
country? We have heard a great deal about certain meetings which 
have been held in various portions of the country in support of 
this measure, and we have been informed that the sentiments of 
its advocates, as expressed at these meetings, have been distin¬ 
guished by their moderation. I should like the House to listen 
for a minute or two to some of those opinions, and to judge for 
themselves how far they accord with the description furnished by 
the honourable Member for Birmingham and by the right honour¬ 
able Gentleman the Chancellor of the Exchequer. Now, Sir, in 
many parts of the country these meetings were evidently carefully 
kept in order. They rather misconducted themselves last year, and 
those who took part in some of them gave expression to opinions 
which created alarm in the minds of some honourable Members 
in this House. Accordingly, the most watchful control has of late 
been, as far as possible, exercised over them. But still in some 
places they have escaped from this control, and in some portions 
of London, especially where those who have taken part in them 
have not been entirely under the power of the wire-pullers, no 
concealment of the objects desired has been attempted. Now, Sir, 
we heard the opinions of the honourable Gentleman the Mem¬ 
ber for Finsbury upon this subject, and I should like to call attention 
to what was said at an open-air meeting held at Clerkenwell, in 
this borough. That meeting was presided over by a Mr. Lucraft, 
a cabinet-maker, who said— 

“For 800 years the Lordlings had ruled them, and had ruled them 
with a rod of iron. They had accumulated millions. The Marquess of 
Westminster and Lord Stanley had thousands of acres, while those who 
worked for their living could not get a foot of ground. Under the laws 
of Master and Servant,^* whilst they had doubled the income of the 
country the working men had not benefited in any fair proportion. 
Well, they were afraid that by this Bill the working men would get in, 
which he believed would be the case. Mr. Bligh seconded the resolu¬ 
tion, maintaining that capital was the overplus of labour, and that as 
the working men had produced it they ought to have it shared amongst 
them; that thev had created £800,000,000 in one year, and only got 
£200,000,000 tOT their share.*' 

McCullagh Torrens. 

^ Under existing conditions a workingman could be arrested on warrant 
and imprisoned for breach of contract while the employer could be attacked 
only by civil action. 
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Those gentlemen were all very enthusiastic in favour of the Reform 
Bill. That meeting was adjourned, and on its re assembling some 
more opinions of the same kind were delivered— 

'‘Mr. Finlen trusted they would never cease to insist on having a 
Reform Bill from the House of Commons which would enable every 
man unconvicted of crime to have a vote in the election of a Member 
of Parliament. He believed the Government could not have done a 
better thing than bring in a Bill pure and simple as they had done. 
It was true it did not go far, but it went as far as the House of Com¬ 
mons seemed likely to let it, for he believed the House of Commons 
would have gone stark staring mad if any clause had been introduced 
into that Bill for the re-distribution of seats. Mr. Bradlaugh, in second¬ 
ing the resolution, said that was the second of a series of meetings which 
would have to be held in order to show the Houses of Parliament that 
the working classes of England, although they knew that that Bill by 
itself would be of very little good to them, were ready to support any 
Bill which would advance that Reform for which they were striving. 
He was of opinion that every man had a right to enjoy the franchise in 
the country where he was born. This Bill was only one step in the scale, 
and there would be very few Sessions allowed to pass without another 
Bill being introduced which would go a great deal further. Let them 
firmly make up their minds that the smaller measures contained in the 
present Bill should only be the stepping-stones to the grand staircase, and 
they would succeed.” 

In the same way, at a gathering of the National Reform League, 
which, I believe, has held meetings throughout the country, the 
following Motion was submitted by a gentleman now well known 
to the House—Mr. Odger 

“That the council, while strictly adhering to the principle of manhood 
suffrage as the only just, sound, permanent, and satisfactory basis of 
representation for this country, deems it its duty to give its cordial sup¬ 
port to the measure of Reform now before Government as tending to 
the object the League has in view.” 

These expressions of opinion are important in my eyes as casting 
light upon the sentiments which have been enunciated by the 
honourable Member for Westminster during this debate. The 
honourable Gentleman had been asked what reforms he would 
introduce to the legislation of the country. He was told that it 
was illogical to ask for a change in the House of Commons unless 
he could point to a change in our legislation as likely to ensue 
on that Reform. The honourable Member for Westminster made 
a very pregnant reply. He said it would not be a practical proceed- 


“ A member of the union of makers of ladies’ shoes. 
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ing to tell the present House of Commons what legislation would 
result from the adoption of this measure. Now, Sir, knowing the 
opinions entertained by the honourable Gentleman the Member for 
Westminster, as expressed in his writings, upon the subject of 
property and land—knowing that he regards the landowners as 
servants of the State, and as men who may be discarded at any 
moment, I confess that I regard with the greatest apprehension 
the concealment of the objects with which the new Parliament is 
to deal. But on whatever side you regard this measure, you find 
it beset with concealment. The right honourable Gentleman the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer will not tell us of what constituencies 
this new Parliament is to be composed, and the honourable Mem¬ 
ber for Westminster will not tell us what measures this new 
Parliament is to pass. No, nor will he even tell us what measures 
he desires it should pass. There appears to be something extremely 
ingenious in the legerdemain of modern statesmanship which, with 
a singular want of concealment and reticence, exposes the very 
machinery by which we are to be deceived. The Government asks 
us simply to vote for this Bill, and transfer our power to persons 
of whom it tells us nothing; and the honourable Member for West¬ 
minster tells us to transfer our power to a body which will pass 
measures of which he will tell us nothing. I feel certain that 
whenever there is this concealment there is something to conceal. 
I am quite sure that if the Chancellor of the Exchequer could tell 
us of schedules which would recommend his Bill to the House, 
he would have told us of them long ago; and I am quite sure that 
if the honourable Member for Westminster could have named 
any measures to be passed in a Reformed Parliament which would 
have recommended this Bill to the House, he would have named 
them long ago. But the very fact that they have found it necessary 
to preserve silence as regards the particulars of those things whicn 
they look forward to with so much complaisance convinces me that, 
so far from being pleased, the majority of the House would recoil 
from what they anticipate. 

So far as my vote is concerned, I will not vote for this kind of 
legislation; I will not speculate in the dark; I will not follow a guide 
who tells me that he is going into an unexplored country, but 
declines to inform me at least as to its nature or the probable re¬ 
sults of the expedition, and who will give me no other information 
than that he has destroyed bridges behind him and burnt his 
boats. We have been threatened alike by the right honourable 
Gentleman the Chancellor of the Exchequer and by the honour¬ 
able Member for Birmingham. We have been told that if we resist 
this Bill we shall discredit our party permanently, and the working 
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classes will never vote for those who refused to give them the 
suffrage. I disdain to look upon such considerations at a juncture 
of this constitutional importance. We have been told to be wise, 
and wise in time. I know of only one thing that is truly wise at 
such a time as this, and that is to have courage to vote honestly. 
Whatever may happen to our party, it is clear that the Government 
is offering an indignity to the House of Commons by the course 
they are pursuing; it is attempting to break and bind down our 
independence; it is attempting to force us to vote for a Bill of the 
nature and effect of which we have no knowledge upon which we 
can depend, and therefore it seems to me that whatever the conse¬ 
quences may be, our first duty to our country and to ourselves is 
clear, and that is to resist the Bill to the utmost. 



2 . The Lords and the Established Church 
in Ireland 

Mr. Gladstone, the opposition and sent to the Lords. Salisbury's 
leader, moved in May 1868 that speech was made during the de¬ 
leave he granted to bring in a bill bate on the second reading in the 
which should provide for the stop- House of Lords (Hansard, CXClll 
page both of any new appoint- [8d Ser.], 79-96 []une 26, 1868]). 
ments in the Church of Ireland It may be pointed out that Lord 
and of all serious outlay of money Salisbury did accept—as he implied 
by the ecclesiastical commissioners he would do in this speech—the ver- 
in Ireland. This action was taken diet of the electorate which brought 
in preparation for the anticipated Gladstone to power by the election 
disestablishment of the Anglican of 1868; he worked against the 
Church in Ireland. The bill more reactionary Lords in passing 
was read the third time in the with amendments the Irish Church 
House of Commons on ]une 16 Disestablishment Bill of 1869. 

This Bill is founded on certain Resolutions which state in the 
most distinct and absolute way that disestablishment is the ob¬ 
ject of Mr, Gladstone, who has stated as much in his speeches. 
In language which can leave nothing to desire from its complete¬ 
ness, he has asserted that every vestige of property, except, I think, 
Sir Benjamin Guinness’s endowment, is to be taken from the 
Church of Ireland, Now, my noble Friend (the Earl of Carnarvon) 
made many observations this evening in which I entirely concur, 
if I understood him rightly, as to the unwisdom under present 
circumstances of what is called a pure no-surrender policy. Per¬ 
sonally, if I consulted my own disposition, I should have no objec¬ 
tion to fight d outrance; but I confess, from the experience I have 
had, my inclination is to say, *‘How can you expect to hold the 
fortress; it s no use holding out, for the troops won’t stand to their 
guns?’’ Therefore, my Lords, if there were any intermediate pro¬ 
posal before the House, I should doubt whether I should assent 
to it or not—of course, everything depends upon its provisions. 
I should esteem any Minister who voted against his convictions 
in support of such a proposal wanting in self-respect, but I should 
not say that any Member of your Lordships’ House, who cannot 
escape from responsibility by resigning, was debarred from modify¬ 
ing his convictions in deference to a great public exigency. 

But these questions do not arise upon the present occasion. None 
of that very eloquent diatribe which my noble Friend delivered 

Cf. the speech of the Duke of Somerset. 
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against those who stand out for a no-surrender policy applies in 
this instance. Nothing in the nature of a compromise—nothing 
which the most flattering critic would describe as a compromise— 
has been offered to the acceptance of either House of Parliament. 
My Lords, we are told that to agree in time is to prevent a demand 
for something more. But I have no doubt that those who brought 
forward this proposal would have already demanded something 
more if they had been able to find it. I do not doubt their possible 
power so far as political action is concerned; but there is this limit 
in the nature of things, that when you have abolished a thing 
you can do nothing more with it; and it is an absolute and com¬ 
plete spoliation that Mr. Gladstone has offered to the Irish Church. 
The noble Duke who has just sat down (the Duke of Somerset), 
told us that two-thirds of its property were to be left to the Irish 
Church. Two-thirds of the property! Why, I heard Mr. Gladstone 
make his calculations, and I think it was three-fifths of the prop¬ 
erty that were to be left to the clergymen of the Church. These 
are very estimable gentlemen: I am glad that some provision is to 
be made for them; it would be a great breach of the rights of 
private property if some were not made. But as a promise of con¬ 
solation to the Church of Ireland it is absolutely worthless. It is a 
matter of perfect indifference to the Church of Ireland whether 
the present holders of livings are compensated or not. Therefore, 
my Lords, I want to make this point very clear. We are dealing 
with a Bill which, in the first place its own advocates will not 
defend; in the second place, with a proposition as large, as extreme, 
and as sweeping as it is possible for human or radical ingenuity 
to devise. 

Now, my Lords, on what grounds is this great change recom¬ 
mended? We are told that they are two—that one of them is justice, 
the other rests upon considerations of expediency. Now, whenever 
we argue that this thing is dangerous to some other interests—dan¬ 
gerous to the Union and to the Church—we are met with the 
assertion, 'It is just'’; and because it is just, we are told we must 
do it, come what may. 

Well, let us examine this plea of justice. Let me, in the first 
instance, take exception to a species of testimony with which I 
may say we have been inundated. I think it may be called the 
‘Toreign-frlend argument.” Several noble Lords on the opposite 
Bench, having a large foreign acquaintan^:e, have given us the 
views of their friends in abundance—as if that were the proper 
argument to offer to an English Parliament; that they told us the 
opinions held in society that they have been accustomed to fre¬ 
quent; and they say so and so is held to be what the House of 
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Lx)rds should do. Well, my Lords, I listened to the opinion of these 
foreign friends, and I found that the late Foreign Secretary (the 
Earl of Clarendon) was much smitten by the article of an illustrious 
writer in the Revue des Deux Mondes. None would be wanting 
in respect for that illustrious writer; but among his claims for our 
respect we must remember that he can boast of this characteristic, 
that he is a most earnest believer in the Church in which he was 
brought up, and that Church is the Roman Catholic. I must say 
that if England were judged on the ''foreign-friend” ground—on 
the principles put forward by this critic in the Revue des Deux 
Mondes, there are many actions in our history that would be very 
severely condemned. I even doubt whether my noble Friend^s 
critic in the Revue des Deux Mondes could entirely approve the 
English Reformation. 

Now, my Lords, when you come to talk of justice in holding 
property, it is a question of title. If my right to my land is good, 
it is absurd to say there would be justice in taking it from me 
and giving it to somebody else. Therefore the question of justice 
resolves itself into an examination of the title by which the prop¬ 
erty is held. No one says, as I understand, that this title is bad. 
If it be bad, the property vests in some one else. But we have no 
second claimant for this property with which it is proposed to deal. 
One of the greatest difficulties lying before you in this case is the 
way in which this property shall be applied if it be taken. I do not 
understand that anyone has disputed that in a Court of Law the 
Church’s title to this property is good; but there appears to be some 
idea in the minds of noble Lords, cither that the Church is different 
from other corporations, or that there is something weak in the title 
of corporations which exposes them to peculiar operations of this 
kind. I am fully aware of the power of phrases judiciously used. 
The noble Earl who introduced this Bill (Earl Granville) told 
us that the existing state of things was the paying of the clergy 
of a minority out of a public fund. I have heard again that fund 
called public property. These are very significant phrases. When¬ 
ever anybody wants to rob his neighbour of anything he always 
says the thing he covets is national property. I speak for a moment 
as a Railway Chairman when I say I have heard somebody lately 
assert that railways are national property: and I have heard the 
assertion with alarm. Where is the title of this national property? 
Will you find it in any deed, in any charter, in any statute book, 
or in any treatises of law? No. You will not find it in any of these 
things. It has simply been evolved from the innermost depths of 
the Liberal consciousness. There is not the slightest vestige of 
external proof in favour of this claim on the part of the nation to 
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dispose of this property. There is, indeed, only one claim advanced, 
and that is that in past times violent Sovereigns and unscrupulous 
Parliaments have dealt with Church property in the manner that 
best pleased their violent passions or inclinations, and you conclude 
that because it has once been subjected to violence you have the 
right to resort to violence again. But, beyond the fact that this 
property may have been violently dealt with at different portions 
of our history, you have no argument which you can urge in 
favour of what you call its peculiarly national character. 

Well, there were some noble Lords who apparently felt the 
weakness of these arguments, and were alive to the absolute im¬ 
possibility of proving that the title by which the Church of Ireland 
holds its property is different from that by which the property of 
any other corporation is held, and, boldly supplying the link which 
is missing, they told us that the property of corporations was at 
the pleasure of Parliament. Ihe noble Earl opposite (the Earl of 
Kimberley) told us that the State was the heir of corporations 
such as the Irish Church. Unfortunately the State appears to have 
a power which many heirs may envy—that of killing off the pos¬ 
sessors of the property which it desires to inherit. Now, my Lords, 
I can only say with regard to such statements as these that they are 
based upon a code of law which is totally new in this country. 
Do not imagine that you can perpetrate this illogical violence, and 
then go no further than you originally intended. I can quite be¬ 
lieve that you intend to go no further; but others will take up the 
principles which you have started, and drive in the wedge which 
you were the first to insert, and the result will be that you will 
be led into consequences from which you, I believe, would be 
the first to shrink with alarm. But there is one peculiarity in this 
position to which I think the corporations of this country should 
have their attention called. It is bad enough that the supposed 
perpetuity of corporations should be entirely abolished; it is bad 
enough that it should be laid down that the State is the heir to 
the property of a corporation which it may destroy at any moment, 
or as any party exigency may arise. But observe the peculiarity of 
this case. It is not because the property has been abused—it is not 
because its trusts have not been fulfilled—it is not because in some 
cases its trusts have become impossible of fulfilment; that might 
be remedied by a much more moderate measure—it is not because 
its means are required by other classes; but it is because a certain 
body of men grudge and envy those now in possession of this 
property that you are prepared to take it away by force. But how 
far do you intend to carry this right of dispossession and to yield 
to demands dictated by feelings of grudge and envyr Now, my 
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Lords, 1 do not wish to push too far the analogy between corporate 
and private property. I am willing to acknowledge the very great 
difference, the existence of which every one must see; but I feel 
convinced that if you familiarize the minds of the people of this 
country with the idea of yielding to the mere display of discontent, 
and the mere ostentation of envy, you will cause injury to property 
otherwise secure, and it is not with corporate property that this 
principle will end. So much, then, for the question of justice. 

The other question is one of expediency. We are told that this 
Church is unpopular, and that the Irish will not be pacified until 
it is destroyed. But there are other matters which it is equally 
important to consider. You have been informed to-night by a most 
rev. Primate who is fully qualified to judge (the Archbishop of 
Armagh) that the abolition of this Church will be followed by 
great discontent in the North of Ireland; that it will be followed 
by a large emigration; that Ireland will lose a large proportion of 
that already too scanty class—the resident landlords within her 
border. But you cannot stop here. You talk of the immovable 
loyalty of the Orange population. Now, my Lords, I do not believe 
in such a thing as immovable loyalty. I believe that if you commit 
a deep and glaring injustice upon any portion of the population, 
however loyal, they will nourish in their breasts feelings of re¬ 
sentment which will not, perhaps, break out into open disturbances, 
but which will still be in the highest degree disastrous to the coun¬ 
try, which will find their support wanting in the hour of its need. 

I would ask your Lordships to put yourselves in the place of some 
Protestant congregation in Dublin or the North. Hitherto the 
Protestants have paid willingly to the Protestant clergyman the 
tithes to which he has had a right from time immemorial. Without 
asking for any change, they suddenly find the clergyman taken 
away, the money hitherto devoted to his support bestowed upon 
the erection of a lighthouse or some other similar work, while 
they themselves are called upon to contribute towards the support 
of a minister who ought to have been supported out of the money 
already contributed by them. It would not be in human nature to 
bear this contentedly. I have spoken of Ireland and the Church 
of Ireland to-night, but these are mere expressions, having no 
ethnological and scarcely any historical value. The Ireland which 
you assume for the purposes of the present argument is not the 
Ireland of the Union; because, if you take all the country together, 
and take it as one nation, your alarming statistics will at once 
disappear, because the Church of England will still be the majority. 
On the other hand, if you regard the country in its true ethnological 
aspect, you will make out no case whatever in that part of the 
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country where the Protestants prevail. In fact, it is simply by 
lumping the Protestant and Roman Catholic portions of Ireland 
together, and by cutting off England altogether, that you contrive 
to make up these formidable statistics. But if you so disregard the 
connection between the two countries, and embody that feeling 
in an Act of Parliament, you will find persons perfectly willing 
to follow your principle to the logical result of severing all con¬ 
nection between the two countries; and in the hour of your trial 
you will find the Orangemen, who have hitherto been so strong 
a support, very little inclined to exert themselves in defence or 
in promotion of an arrangement which has been attended by such 
bitter fruits to them. Then come the arguments about the Church 
of England. I agree with my noble Friend that the cry of ^'the 
Church in danger'' is a cry of too serious a character to be lightly 
raised. I do not want to press that point, but I wish to know what 
you will do in the case of Wales and Cornwall, for instance, where 
the Church of England is in a great minority? It may not be a 
case of 12 per cent—but I suppose legislation does not depend 
upon fractions—but it is a case of great minorities. If you once 
acknowledge the principle that the Church is to be disestablished 
whenever it is in a minority, how can you resist the application 
of the argument to Wales and Cornwall? 

You may say that this Bill will have no effect upon the Church 
of England: but has it not had an effect already? In every part 
of the country the people are beginning to feel that the Church 
Establishment is not so safe as it was. This is alike the feeling 
of the clergy and of the people, and both are beginning to prepare 
against the issue. And in what way do they prepare themselves? 
How does a Church suddenly turned into the wilderness prepare 
to protect itself? Why, its first instinct is to protect itself by a 
strong development of sacerdotal organization—by a strong and 
powerful clerical organization. This, perhaps, may not be a great 
evil in a spiritual point of view; but I know there are many among 
your Lordships who will regret it. That will infallibly become 
more and more characteristic of the members of the Church of 
England when they begin to feel that their connection with the 
State is a mere question of time, and that, therefore, they must 
prepare themselves for the evil day. This danger has not been 
much alluded to, and I feel the way in which this attack is organ¬ 
izing the clergy, is one of the most formidable difficulties of the 
present time. 

Well, but then comes the policy of conciliating the Irish. Your 
proposal seems to be to still the waters of this agitating time, as 
the ancient Greeks were wont to do, by offering up a victim to 
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the avenging Deities; but are you quite sure that the avenging 
Deities are prepared to accept your offering? I have heard many 
elaborate attempts to prove that Fenianism is the true necessity 
that has caused this movement. But is it not an extraordinary 
phenomenon that for the first time in the history of rebellions you 
have rebels who do not know the real motive which is the cause 
of their rebellion? This is the age of rebellions—we have seen 
them in all countries—but I have never before heard of one where 
they were at a loss to state the grievances they desired to see re¬ 
moved. You tell us that though the Fenians never raised a cry 
against the Established Church, it is the Established Church which 
is really at the bottom of their agitation. It is impossible to con¬ 
ceal from ourselves that something very different is at the bottom 
of the Fenian movement; and I suspect that the Irish people hear 
that many Liberal landlords have joined in this attack on the Irish 
Church, they will say the reason is that they think they will save 
themselves by making the parson their Jonah, and throwing him 
overboard. My Lords, it is against the land, and not against the 
Church, that this Fenian agitation is really directed. You offer 
them that they do not ask for; you offer them that which will 
not pacify them. Talk of the monuments of conquest—the landlord 
is a much more complete monument of conquest than the clergy¬ 
man. The clergyman does not hurt the peasant; if the clergyman 
be taken away, the peasant would be no richer, but rather poorer; 
but the landlord holds the property which the peasant, in his tradi¬ 
tions, well remembers once to have belonged to his sept. If you 
seek to appease the danger by mere concession—if you yield to the 
mere demands of anger—or, to use the euphemistic language we 
have heard—if Fenian outrages are to make you reason calmly and 
dispassionately—it is to the landlord, and not to the clergyman, 
that you should really turn your attention. 

My Lords, I have only one word more to say, and it is with 
respect to the position of this House. We have heard from the 
opposite Bench several very animated appeals to this House, and 
several constitutional lectures as to our duties. The noble Earl 
the late Foreign Secretary (the Earl of Clarendon) went so far, 
as I understo^ him, as to tell us that we must watch public 
opinion more closely, and pay greater attention to the majorities 
in the other House of Parliament. My Lords, it occurs to me to 
ask the noble Earl whether he has considered for what purpose 
this House exists, and whether he would be willing to go through 

“ The word Fenian is derived from an old Irish word meaning ^'champion 
of Ireland.^' The aim of the Fenians was to throw oflF English rule. 
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the humiliation of being a mere echo and supple tool of the other 
House in order to secure for himself the luxury of mock legisla¬ 
tion? I agree with my noble Friend the noble Earl (the Earl of 
Derby) below me that it were better not to be than submit to 
such a slavery. I have heard many prophecies as to the conduct 
of this House. I am not blind to the difficulties of its position in 
this peculiar age—I am not blind to the peculiar obligations which 
lie on the Members of this House in consequence of the fixed 
and unalterable constitution of this House. I quite admit—every 
one must admit—that when the opinion of your countrymen has 
declared itself, and you see that their convictions—their firm, 
deliberate, sustained convictions—are in favour of any course, I do 
not for a moment deny that it is your duty to yield. It may not be 
a pleasant process—it may even make some of you wish that some 
other arrangement were existing; but it is quite clear that whereas 
a Member of a Government, when asked to do that which is con¬ 
trary to his convictions, may resign, and a Member of the Com¬ 
mons, when asked to supjx)rt any measure contrary to his 
convictions, may abandon his seat, no such course as this is open 
to your Lordships; and therefore, on these rare and great occasions, 
on which the national mind has fully declared itself, I do not 
doubt your Lordships would yield to the opinion of the country- 
otherwise the machinery of Government could not be carried on. 
But there is an enormous step between that and being the mere 
echo of the House of Commons. My Lords, I quite admit that the 
difficulty of ascertaining the opinion of the country may be great. 
Perhaps no more striking instance of that ever occurred than in 
reference to this very question thirty years ago. The tide then 
ran very strongly against the Irish Church. Popular opinion ap¬ 
peared to be pronounced. The House of Commons acted upon it, 
and sent up Bills to this House which your Lordships systematically 
objected. And in course of time it turned out that you were right— 
that you knew the opinion of the nation better than the House 
of Commons. The nation became apathetic, the question slept, 
and for a whole generation we have heard no more of the Irish 
Church. That is a proof at once of the difficulty of deciding what 
is the opinion of the nation, and of the duty incumbent on your 
Lordships of taking your course not less with firmness than with 
prudence. I have no fear of the conduct of the House of Lords in 
this respect. I am quite sure—whatever judgment may be passed 
on us, whatever predictions may be made, be your term of existence 
long or short—you will never consent to act except as a free, 
independent House of the Legislature, and that you will consider 
any other more timid or subservient course as at once unworthy 
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of your traditions, unworthy of your honour, and, most of all, 
unworthy of the nation you serve. I admit that the future is full 
of difficulty, and that on many questions of doubt and perplexity 
which may be submitted to the House your prudence and judgment 
may be sorely taxed; but I am quite clear that with respect to this 
Bill, so vague, unmeaning, ill-constructed, and having behind it 
projects of change so vast, so crude, so sweeping, your Lordships 
can have but one duty, and that is to reject it. 



3 . Housing of the Working Classes 

This S'peech may he found in a royal commission to look into the 
Hansard (CCLXJSXIV [3d Ser»], housing of the working classes, but 
1679-1700 [February 22, 1884]). a bill, based on the report of the 
Favorable action was taken on commission, contained provisions 
the motion for the appointment of that are not very important 

The Marquess of SALISBURY, who rose to move an humble Ad¬ 
dress to Her Majesty, for the appointment of a Royal Commission 
to inquire into the housing of the working classes in populous 
places, said: My Lords, I rise to call your Lordships’ attention to 
a subject exceeding in importance and gravity even the terrible 
and deplorable tidings which have just been laid before the 
House.^® The matters to which I have to draw your attention do 
not affect current politics; they do not concern the struggles of 
Parties, or the praise or blame of Ministries; and yet they touch 
more closely the springs of national well-being and prosperity than 
even the deep and grave questions with which Parliament has 
been recently occupied. My Lords, the matter which I have to 
bring before your Lordships, and upon which 1 have to ask your 
Lordships to address the Crown, is the question of the housing 
of the working classes. It is a question that has, of late, excited 
very much interest, and has elicited so large a mass of testimony, 
that I am relieved from the necessity of proving my case for the 
consideration of Parliament. I have received numberless pamphlets 
and writings during the past Recess on the subject; the attention 
of persons of every class, of every creed and school of politics, has 
been turned to this question of the housing of the poor; and I 
have met no one who does not admit that there is a great problem 
to be solved, and a great evil to be remedied. 

I know, however, that there are some who think that what has 
already been done, both in the way of inquiry and legislation, is 
sufficient to justify us in holding our hand, or, rather, sufficient 
to make it important that we should hold our hand, in order 
that we may not seem to interfere with the goodwill of those who 
have already taken this matter up. There is a letter from a Member 
of the House of Commons in the newspapers to-day which raises 
the question directly. I refer to Mr. Brodrick s letter, in which he 
states his opinion that such a Royal Commission as that which I 
am moving for might have the effect rather of diminishing and 
slackening the effort of the local authorities, and those upon 

^ Telegrams concerning the Sudan. 
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whom the duty of dealing with this matter rests, instead of stimulat¬ 
ing and aiding them. I attach great importance to the advice that 
is given in that communication; but I think that hardly sufficient 
consideration is paid in it to the manifold and complex character 
of the particular evil with which we are concerned, and with which 
we have to deal. That evil is not, as it is generally treated, of a 
simple character. It is of a very complicated character. 

There are four different evils from which the working classes 
in our great towns and populous places are suffering, into which 
inquiry is very necessary, and to which Parliament should be in¬ 
vited to apply such remedies as it may decide. I observe that most 
of those who have given their minds to the discussion—and, as far 
as I can gather, that includes Her Majesty’s Government them¬ 
selves—treat this question as if it were purely a sanitary question 
in its most restricted sense. The impression seems to exist that if 
the sanitary legislation which is already on the Statute Book were 
carried out, the whole of the evil would be met. Now, a con¬ 
sideration of the character of the evil with which we have to deal 
would, I think, dispel that impression. It is, in the first place, and 
undoubtedly in a most important sense, a sanitary question. The 
neglect, or the imperfect fulfilment, of the requirements of public 
health, more especially in regard to the statutory provisions in the 
matter of sewage, is certainly a matter of primary interest in con¬ 
nection with this subject. The accounts that have been laid before 
us, in great abundance, with reference to the condition of the 
dwellings of the working classes in this Metropolis, undoubtedly 
show that in this primary requirement as regards health those 
dwellings are lamentably deficient. The sewage arrangements are 
in a state fit enough, not only to excite loathing on the part of those 
who have visited those places, but to convince us that a satisfactory 
condition of the public health is im 
state of things continues. 

But the sewage question is not everything, nor is it the only 
one we must consider. If it were simply a question of proper 
arrangements with respect to sewage matters, the legislation that is 
already on the Statute Book certainly would seem to be adequate. 
It is a question to which the attention of Parliament has been 
constantly directed, and the legislation upon it is abundant and very 
drastic. Tlie local authority has a right to require that proper 
communications with the sewers, proper arrangements as to privies, 
water-closets, &c., and a proper and sufficient water supply, shall 
be carried out in every dwelling-house. If they are not carried out, 
any two inhabitants have the right of forcing the attention of the 
local authority to the matter. And the decision of a justice is 


possible so long as the present 
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sufficient to impose upon the owner the necessity of making the 
proper arrangements, and, in default of his so doing, the local 
authority is authorized to make them at his expense. It is impos¬ 
sible to imagine provisions, which, if adequately carried out, could 
be more resolute and determined than those which Parliament has 
already adopted. But we know that, for some reasons or other, 
these beneficent provisions have not had their full effect, and that 
is one of the grounds on which I ask Parliament to make an inquiry. 
It is impossible to produce enactments, so far as mere enactments 
go, which could more completely effect the object we have in view. 
Therefore, it is impossible not to see, in that case, that there must 
be something wrong. Either there must be some insuperable 
obstacle, which it requires other measures to remove, against the 
carrying out of those provisions, or the authorities upon whom 
the duty of carrying them out devolves have been lamentably 
wanting in regard to the obligations and duties that are cast upon 
them. This is, at all events, a matter which Parliament should 
inquire into. 

I will say, with respect to this particular point of sewage, that 
it is intimately connected with the question of water supply. You 
cannot expect sewage arrangements to be perfect so long as the 
water supply is imperfect; and that question of water supply is 
intimately linked on to the question of the Water Companies 
which has already baffled and affected more than one Administra¬ 
tion. How far it is the fault of the legislation that affects the Water 
Companies that the water supply is insufficient, how far the local 
authorities are inefficient, how far obstacles which we do not at 
present sufficiently recognize interfere with the law—these are mat¬ 
ters which we cannot ascertain by discussion in this House, or in 
the newspapers, and which require a careful and accurate investiga¬ 
tion by a Commission. We must not be too impatient in this 
matter. It is not a great many years ago—I dare say a great many 
of those now present remember how, some years ago, it was brought 
forcibly to the mind and senses of Parliament that the drainage of 
the Metropolis was in an unsatisfactory condition, owing to the 
state of the Thames, which absolutely prevented legislation during 
a considerable period of the Session. But the Parliament of that 
time, by the hands of Lord John Manners, who was then First 
Commissioner of Works, made the necessary provisions to enable 
the Metropolitan Board of Works to carry out a scheme for the 
drainage arrangements of the Metropolis; and it is only since the 
completion of that scheme 15 years ago that it has been possible 
to place the sewage arrangements of this great city in a satisfactory 
condition. It may be that, although progress is going on, it is not 
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sufficiently rapid. Still, a more full employment of the appliances 
which we now have would solve that part of the difficulty. 

But when we speak of the bad condition of the houses of the 
poor, we may mean, besides bad drainage, that the houses are in 
bad repair. There, again, the Statute Book contains, as far as the 
law goes, an adequate remedy. The Metropolitan Board of Works 
has abundant and perfect power to cause the repair of a building 
to be carried out, and, in default of the repairs being carried out, 
to cause the removal of any building which is in a condition dan¬ 
gerous to those who inhabit it. If that power has not been suffi¬ 
ciently exercised, and if dangerous structures have not been removed, 
again, it is a matter for careful and impartial inquiry what is the 
obstacle which has prevented the Metropolitan Board from carry¬ 
ing out the intentions of Parliament in this respect. 

But the difficulties with respect to the housing of the poor are 
not confined to the actual structure of the dwellings in which they 
live. Some of them have arisen, not only from the construction 
of particular houses, but from the position of houses with respect 
to each other. They are built too closely, or built in courts and 
alleys where ventilation cannot penetrate, where the sun cannot 
operate, and where, consequently, all influences that minister to 
disease are unusually powerful, and do not receive their natural 
checks. This is a matter, also, which has engaged the attention 
of Parliament. It was in reference to, and to get rid of, these 
‘unhealthy areas,’^ as they are called, that the measure associated 
with the name of my right honourable Friend (Sir R. Assheton 
Cross) was passed in 1875. It is, undoubtedly a measure which has 
already effected great good; but its further progress seems to be 
barred by some serious obstacles. A Committee of the House of 
Commons was appointed to inquire into this particular point, and 
sat for two Sessions, and collected very valuable evidence. I do not 
think that it solved at all the question why this Act has. not been 
more fully applied. But it, at all events, brought to light this fact 
—that the application of the Act was accompanied by extreme 
expense. It was impossible to destroy these insanitary areas and 
courts without sufficiently compensating all those who had any 
existing interest in them—ground landlords and leaseholders, and 
the actual tenants—and those compensations, largely increased, and 
often doubled by the cost of legal, surveying, and other expenses, 
have raised the cost of the operations to a point which even, for so 
wealthy a body as the Metropolitan Board of Works, is almost 
prohibitory. At all events, a very heavy burden was laid upon the 
ratepayers of the Metropolis. I think it was calculated with regard 
to a considerable number of these areas, that whereas the price 
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which was obtained for them did not exceed 5s. a foot, the Board 
had to pay as much as a guinea a foot in order to obtain possession 
of them, and the balance between the two prices was so much 
additional burden to the already heavily-weighted ratepayers of 
the Metropolis. This is undoubtedly a very serious evil, and I do 
not think that, although the Committee opened up the ground, 
they investigated thoroughly the particular cause to which this 
vast expense is due, and it is very desirable that the cause should 
be ascertained. 

In respect to this point, suggestions have been made by many 
persons of authority—some, I am sorry to say, of official authority, 
which are hardly consistent with the principles Parliament has 
observed in dealing with property. It has been proposed that the 
ground landlords and the leaseholders should be deprived of a por¬ 
tion of their compensation, in order to make it more easy for Parlia¬ 
ment to destroy these unhealthy areas, and to substitute for them 
more wholesome dwellings. I do not think that that is a matter 
which ought to be submitted to the Commission. I think these are 
questions of principle—large questions, on which Parliament itself 
ought to, and will have exclusively to decide. The question how 
far, and what kind of compensation should be given, and how far 
any abuses that have arisen will require to be limited, is a matter 
which Parliament itself must settle. With respect to this matter of 
compensation, I would venture to say to those politicians, whoever 
they may be, who desire to put a portion of the cost of those sanitary 
reforms upon the ground landlord, or the leaseholder, or any other 
person having an interest in the locality, if they intend to go upon 
the principle of taking away compensation, let them have the 
courage of their opinions. I would address them with the words 
employed by Martin Luther—'Tecca fortiter." If they mean to 
meet this great evil by any kind of confiscation; let them get all 
advantage out of confiscation that they can by taking the property 
with the unceremonious facility which would befit a Turkish Pasha 
or a Burmese officer. To confiscate, to take off something to which 
the owner has a right, and only by that to gain 6d, or Is. in the 
price per foot—that seems to me a mosr improvident proceeding. 
If they wish to get the whole advantage, they must confiscate more 
largely—they must confiscate the whole. There is no use in incur¬ 
ring all those penalties, which an unfailing Nemesis inflicts upon 
the authors of public plunder, unless they get a sufficient amount 
of booty to indemnify them for the operation. These three ele¬ 
ments of the bad housing of the poor are those to which attention 
has been principally directed, and I think it has been unduly di¬ 
rected to the exclusion of one other. 
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It has not been noticed sufficiently that the great and peculiar 
evil is the overcrowding of the poor, and that all the remedies which 
are proposed for these other evils, instead of diminishing over¬ 
crowding, only tend to exaggerate it. What is your remedy for 
dealing with all these bad houses, bad localities, and unhealthy 
areas? Your remedy is, knock down and turn out—to knock down 
unhealthy houses and clear unhealthy areas. But the immediate 
effect of all these operations is to increase the overcrowding on the 
spaces that remain. The people who are turned out of these un¬ 
healthy dwellings must find places somewhere, and all the remedies 
which have hitherto been proposed seem to me to fail in this point— 
that they absolutely increase the principal evil instead of diminish¬ 
ing it. They absolutely increase the overcrowding instead of doing 
anything to mitigate it. The idea seems to be that if you are 
sufficiently severe on unhealthy houses—if you clear away unhealthy 
areas with a sufficiently relentless hand—you will, somehow or 
other force somebody else to build healthy houses in healthy local¬ 
ities—that you will inflict upon the poor who are turned out such 
an intolerable amount of evil that somebody else will come forward 
and assist them. Even if that were true, it would be a most cruel 
method of proceeding. Even if it were true that you could, by the 
mere process of destroying every unhealthy house, ultimately force 
the building of healthy houses, still it would be a very gradual 
operation, and there would be an intermediate period during which 
the suffering would be intense. But the truth is, in this country at 
least, you cannot proceed by those violent methods. If you pass 
an Act of Parliament, of which the practical result will be the in¬ 
fliction of great misery upon a considerable number of people, you 
may be quite certain that the Act of Parliament will be mere waste 
paper. It will not be carried out by the authorities. No provision, 
however drastic, no administrative arrangement, however perfect, 
will prevent that inevitable result. The consequence is, that as long 
as you confine your attention to purely sanitary legislation, and do 
not bear in mind this difficulty of overcrowding, which is really 
the dominant one, your sanitary legislation will be in vain. People 
will not be turned out of unhealthy houses if there is nowhere else 
to go. The local authorities, press them as you may, transform 
them as you will, will not carry out your enactments. That is really 
the most important matter on which, it seems to me, the Commission 
should inquire. If we have this overcrowding, unless you can meet 
it, it will neutralize all your efforts; and you can do nothing to meet 
it, unless you possess sufficient knowledge of the precise character 
of the evil. 

What is wanted is to know where and what are the localities 
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in which the overcrowding exists, and how many of those who are 
thus crowded together are forced to dwell in that locality? As 
everybody knows who has followed this discussion at all, the great 
thing in London is that, with respect to a certain class of the popula¬ 
tion at least, you cannot move them to a distance from their in¬ 
dustry, or they will cease to be able to pursue it. The result is 
that the obvious remedy of taking these people into the country 
only applies to a limited portion of those whose difficulties you have 
to meet. And, therefore, we want to know what is that portion, 
what is the number of persons who could not pursue their indus¬ 
try, living at a distance from London, where they might obtain 
some reasonable accommodation, and in what particular localities 
do they congregate? If you once had that information fully obtained 
and laid before Parliament and the country, I believe it would be 
possible, in the first instance, to apply, with greater clearness and 
eflFect, the remedy which would carry away those who can live 
out of London, to see how far cheap trains carrying people out 
of London might be employed, and what building operations are 
requisite, where they are required, and to what extent they must 
be carried out. That is really the gist and kernel of the whole 
matter. That is the difficulty we have to meet. 

Are large building operations requisite; and, if requisite, where 
are they to be carried on; and at whose cost? I do not affect to 
answer these questions now. If I could answer them, I should not 
ask your Lordships to seek for a Royal Commission. It is because 
enormous difficulties attach to all these questions that I think in¬ 
vestigation, and speedy investigation, is necessary. 

My Lords, I have carefully avoided any words indicating that 
I think any man or class of men are to blame for the existing state 
of things. Of course, I do not and will not say that there are not 
persons who are to blame; but I say that any attempt to escape 
from the urgency of the problem by throwing the blame on any 
class of men is futile wholly. It is absurd to say the ground land¬ 
lord is to blame. If he has got houses which come within the 
operation of the law, the law is strong enough to assert itself, and 
to force him to do his duty. But if he i? not within the grasp of 
the law, he is not exposed to any blame. The ground landlord, 
or the mere temporary and intermediate owner of a house, like 
everyone else, has to sell the goods he possesses in the open market 
for the price he can obtain for them, and it is ridiculous to blame 
him for obtaining the best price he can.^®. 


* Lord Salisbury continues to discuss the evils of overcrowding. 




4 . Irish Home Rule—Free Trade 


The following speech, which in 
its com'plete form took one hour 
and five minutes to deliver, was 
given at Liverpool. It may he 
found in The Times (London) of 
January 12, 2888. In it Lord 
Salisbury took up two very per¬ 
plexing problems of the day: 
Ireland and free trade. After 
Gladstone's defeat on the Home 
Rule Bill a general election was 
held that gave power to Salisbury 
for six years (1886-1892). He was 
able to rely upon the support of 
the Liberal Unionists, who had left 
Gladstone, so long as he opposed 
Home Rule and in fact soon ap¬ 


pointed one of their members, 
Goschen, as Chancellor of the Ex¬ 
chequer, As he himself explains 
he meant to put down criminal 
activities in Ireland but at the same 
time to give relief from an unmer¬ 
ited distress that had been ubiqui¬ 
tous since his assumption of office. 
As for free trade, Salisbury and 
many other Conservatives had been 
suspected during this decade of 
economic disabilities of flirting 
with "fair" traders—theorists and 
businessmen who wished for some 
modification of free trade. He 
answers the challenge in his own 
way. 


Mr. Forwood,^^ Ladies, and Gentlemen,—I have to thank you most 
heartily for the kindness of your reception, and for that address, so 
indulgent in substance and so beautiful in form, which you have 
kindly placed in my hands. Mr. Forwood was good enough to say 
that I was in the forefront of the present battle. (Hear, hear.) 
It occurred to me, when he said it, that that would be more truly 
said of the audience representing the town I have the honour to 
address. (Hear, hear.) It is Liverpool that is in the forefront of this 
battle (cheers)—Liverpool, which has a deeper interest than any 
other city in the connexion between England and Ireland; which 
knows better than any other city the character of those by whom 
Ireland is inhabited (“hear, hear,'' and laughter), their good points 
and their bad, their weak points and their strong; and should be 
a judge, if any city by opportunities could be, of the policy that it 
is our wisdom to pursue towards them. (Hear, hear.) It seems to 
me that there is some propriety in the fact that I have the honour to 
address you just one year after the formation of the present Gov¬ 
ernment. I mean after the formation of the Government which 
marked our close combination with the Unionist party in including 
among its members our Chancellor of the Exchequer, Mr. Goschen. 
(Cheers.) It is just a year ago since he received the seals of office 
from Her Majesty's hands and since I received them as Foreign 


“ The chair was filled by Mr. A. B. Forwood, the chairman of the Liver¬ 
pool Constitutional Association. 
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Secretary, and there is a propriety, as it were, in my presenting to 
you our first report of our years proceedings on this tremendous 
enterprise in which we are engaged. (Hear, hear.) On the whole 
I think you will agree with me that it ought to be favorable. 
(Cheers.) If you will look back to the state of opinion with respect 
to our prospects and our difficulties 12 months ago, and compare 
them with the view which I think all spectators now entertain, 
there will not be wanting circumstances and occasions for congratu¬ 
lations. (Cheers.) But we have had a difficult task to perform, a 
difficult battle to fight. We have not had simply to fight a battle, as 
Mr. Forwood has said, for the unity of the Empire, not simply 
to contend with the arguments of those who desired to assail it. 
No; those who desired to assail it thought it better to hold their 
tongues on the matter nearest to their hearts (cheers, and a voice, 
“Old Billy Gladstone s a traitor”). Their main object was undoubt¬ 
edly to prepare the way for Home Rule, but they saw that it was 
not acceptable to the English people, and the judgment given at 
the polls was decidedly against them. Therefore they adopted an¬ 
other policy. They relied upon their conviction that Ireland could 
not be governed unless we gave to the Irish agitators all that they 
demanded. They based on that imagination all their hopes, and 
they directed all their policy to secure that their imagination should 
be fulfilled. The one thing to secure was that Ireland should not 
be governable. They did not say much about the Home Rule 
Bill, when originally they found that to mention it only was to 
scatter their party into a thousand atoms. (Laughter and cheers.) 
When the Bill was introduced Mr. Gladstone hoped that he would 
induce his party (groans, and a voice, “Judas”) to accept the clauses 
of it, but he found very soon that that was a mistake. Then he 
earnestly entreated his party to throw the clauses over, but to accept 
the second reading. TTiey would not even do that, and now he 
has buried it deep—its substance and its provisions. He does not 
tell us the text of the significance of the measure that he proposes. 
He has abandoned the clauses; he has abandoned the second read¬ 
ing. He is satisfied if only anybody will agree to accept the title 
of the Bill. (Laughter and cheers.) But naturally it is not much use 
trying to prove the title to a Bill, and the way they have tried to 
prove that Home Rule must be granted is, as I have said, by show¬ 
ing that Parliament is ungovernable without it. (Cheers.) 

We set ourselves at once to work to provide those legislative en¬ 
actments both in the way of punishment of crime (hear) and in 
the way of relief of unmerited distress, which seemed to us most 
likely to bring about the peace and that readiness to be governed 
which are essential to every civilized and progressive community. 
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(Cheers.) Every effort was made to resist the progress of these meas¬ 
ures. I do not say that every line in them is that which, if we had 
no Parliament to deal with, is precisely that which we should have 
chosen. But we kept before us this one consideration, that above 
all things we must provide the machinery by which crime should 
be punished in Ireland; that unless we could govern Ireland the 
Union would be condemned in the popular estimation, and that 
almost any sacrifice that might be made would be pardoned if it 
should have the result of securing this great object on which our 
eyes are set. (Cheers.) Well, we passed our Bill; we were pursued 
to the end with every species of travesty and misrepresentation. It 
is said, in spite of the highest legal authority, that we had placed 
new crimes on the Statute-book. C'Shame."') We have the best 
authority for stating that that allegation is absolutely false. (Cheers.) 
We introduced new machinery for punishing the crimes which the 
law had already denounced. (Hear, hear.) But our opponents well 
knew that this was a critical matter, and that if our new legislation 
succeeded their argument as to Home Rule would make small im¬ 
pression even upon the most indifferent part of the English people. 
(Cheers.) Therefore, from the first, they have strained every nerve 
that the law should not be obeyed in Ireland; they have sent over 
English agitators to urge the Irish to break the law (“Shame”); and 
I am glad to say that some at least of these English agitators have 
been punished. (Prolonged cheering, and cries of “Gladstone.”) 
In England, names of the highest authority such as I have just heard 
whispered from the gallery were used for the purpose of hounding 
the people against the police, of bringing the law into disrepute, 
and of encouraging, by every effort that is not in itself amenable to 
punishment, men to trample the law of their country under foot. 
(“Shame.”) I do not think the enterprise has succeeded.^^. 

Mr. Shaw-Lefevre writes to the papers to say that there was 
reason to believe that in the autumn of l885-~that was when a Con¬ 
servative Government was in office—there were eminent members 
of Lord Salisbury's Government, including Lord Carnarvon, who 
were favorable to some form of Home Rule for Ireland, but that the 
policy had been rejected by a majority of the Cabinet. 

Mr. Shaw-Lefevre went on—“I continue in this belief, in spite of 
the recent very guarded denials of Lord Salisbury.” I do not know 
what he calls a guarded denial. It appears to me that unless one 
is exceedingly peremptory in one's language, unless one's phrases 

“There is omitted a discussion on the statements of Gladstone and his 
followers, such as Mr. Shaw-Lefevre, that Conservatives really were perceiv¬ 
ing the necessity of giving some kind of Home Rule to Ireland. 
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are seasoned with a certain amount of imprecation (laughter) and 
unless ones English is absolutely monosyllabic, Mr. Shaw-Lefevre 
does not consider it otherwise than a guarded statement. (Laughter.) 

I do not wish to say anything, I do not wish to use any language 
that would be at all offensive to his feelings, but in language as 
peremptory and as distinct as it is possible to use I beg to say that 
the assertion that there were other members of the Cabinet of 1885 
besides Lord Carnarvon who had expressed feelings in favor of 
Home Rule is an utter, complete, and absolute falsehood. (Cheers.) 
I hope that he will not think that a guarded term. (Laughter.) I 
shall be prepared to reinforce it if he does. (Cheers.) 

But what I wish to ask is, What right have our opponents to use 
poisoned weapons of this kind? (Hear, hear.) When Mr. Glad¬ 
stone speaks of what is ordinarily said by the Conservatives in 
private, when Mr. Shaw-Lefevre speaks of the opinions expressed 
by the Cabinet of 1885, they are speaking of things which must 
have been outside their own personal knowledge. Now, supposing 
there was a bank against which certain persons had feelings of great 
antipathy, and those persons were to go about and say “It is all very 
well for that bank to say that it has got money; we know that it is 
insolvent, and that it does not intend to pay its bills'—I will not 
ask you what opinion you would form of such a statement; but 
what opinion do you think a jury of your countrymen would form? 
I do not see why that which would be dishonesty of the most ex¬ 
treme character in private affairs should be absolute innocence in 
politics. (Cheers.) 

Another point on which the policy of creating division in the 
solid phalanx opposed to him commended itself to Mr. Gladstone 
was the question of free trade. He spoke about it at Dover, and 
he not only said all kinds of things about me, but he said that Lord 
Hartington and Mr. Goschen were not to be trusted in the matter of 
free trade. That did seem to me the most grotesque misstatement 
which it was possible for a man to make, and to show the poverty 
of resources which were still at his disposal for the purpose of his 
party. (Cheers.) Mr, Gladstone was pleased to say that my state¬ 
ments were very unclear and difficult to undterstand, and he coupled 
with that a compliment to my intellect which implied that I was 
very insincere. Mr. Gladstone's compliments usually have a back- 
handed blow of that kind. (Laughter.) I am afraid that on the 
question of clearness of explanation my ideas are not exactly similar 
to Mr. Gladstone's (a voice, “I hope not"); but at least 1 know that 
when he clearly explains his future policy in respect to Ireland it 
costs me several hours of hard study, and I end with a bad head¬ 
ache. (Laughter.) I wish to say a word to illustrate and to enforce 
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the statement to which he took exception. The statement was that 
I objected to protection, but that I did not on that account approve 
of all the fiscal arrangements and all the fiscal doctrines to which 
Mr. Gladstone had given his sanction. I believe that many fiscal 
doctrines injurious in their character and not only not consonant 
with free trade, but absolutely opposed to it, are sheltered under its 
broad mantle, and you are required to believe it. (Cheers.) Let me 
give one or two illustrations. Mr. Forwood alluded in terms of just 
praise to the efforts of my friend Baron de Worms in favor of abol¬ 
ishing bounty upon sugar. (Cheers.) Now, that is one very good 
case in point. What does bounty on sugar do? It favors the con¬ 
sumer, undoubtedly it does; and what I may call your freetrader pre¬ 
sumes that everything that favors the consumer, whether it be 
legitimate or whether it be not, must be sanctioned by the doctrine 
of free trade; and so you see people writing in the newspapers that 
because it is good for the consumer it ought to be encouraged. They 
do not see that advantages to the consumer secured by illegitimate 
means are only transitory in their character, and that when they 
have served the purpose of destroying the industry against which 
they have been levelled the advantage to the consumer will cease. 
(Cheers.) Let me take another matter, the duties upon articles of 
luxury, articles such as silks and laces and wine, and so on. (Hear, 
hear.) It is, of course, very desirable to admit them free, but the 
question is, which bears heaviest upon the springs of industry—a 
tax which affects the man who consumes laces and silk and wine, or 
a tax which affects the ordinary income-tax payer? (Hear, hear.) 
Why, it is obvious that you might stop the whole consumption of 
laces and silks and wine without inflicting a very deep wound on 
the well-being of the country, but the weight which the income- 
tax places on the springs of prosperity and of industry is very serious 
indeed. (Hear, hear.) I must correct this by saying that I am dis¬ 
cussing now an abstract point. Do not imagine that I am giving 
you what is called an advance of Mr. Goschen’s Budget. (Laughter 
and cheers.) 

“The speech gives a little additional data on economic questions and 
then continues for a half hour’s duration on the Irish question. 
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My Lords, I rise to move the Second Reading of a Bill for the pur¬ 
pose of confirming a portion of the Agreement which was signed 
at Berlin on Tuesday week—that portion of it which provides for 
the cession of the Island of Heligoland to the German Empire, and, 
as the Bill is exclusively concerned with that island, I will make 
some remarks with reference to it; but I hope your Lordships will 
not consider me out of order if I go afterwards for a few moments 
into the general provisions of the Agreement in regard to other 
places than Heligoland. Perhaps, in strict order, I ought not to do 
so, but in this House we are indulgent in that respect. 

The island of Heligoland, as your Lordships are aware, is about 
three-quarters of a mile in extent, in the bay formed by Germany 
and the peninsula which ends in Denmark. It was taken in the 
year 1807, at a time when we were at war with Denmark, to whom 
it then belonged. Denmark was then the owner of the Frisian ter¬ 
ritory of Schleswig, to which this island naturally and by popula¬ 
tion belonged. It was of value to us in that great war for a reason 
that would not occur at first sight. The year when it was taken was 
the year following the issue of the Berlin Decrees by Napoleon, of 
which the aim was to ruin England by the exclusion of her manu¬ 
factures and commodities from the Continental markets. It was 
natural that this strange and unprecedented policy should be met 
by efforts to break through the line which he had set up, and 
Napoleon s policy was, to a great extent, fought by the smuggler. 
Heligoland was of great use, lying within 20 miles of the nearest 
German coast. It was of great use as a store for goods afterwards 
to be in that manner introduced into the Continental markets in 
spite of Napoleon s Decrees. Towards the end of the war, but be¬ 
fore it had concluded, and while Napoleon was still fighting gal¬ 
lantly in the Eastern Provinces of France, in January, 1814, a 
Treaty was concluded at Kiel, of which the main object was to 
provide that Norway, which had previously belonged to Denmark, 
should thenceforth belong to Sweden. In that great contest Den- 

348 



SALISBURY 349 

mark had the misfortune to take the wrong side, and Sweden had 
the good fortune to take the right side, and the transfer of Norway 
from Denmark to Sweden was the expression of that fact. Heligo¬ 
land, which also had been taken from Denmark, was by the same 
Instrument transferred to the British Crown. I do not think there 
were any further stipulations with respect to it. It remained part of 
the territory of this country by virtue of the Treaty of Kiel. No 
doubt the motive for retaining it was partly the natural wish to 
retain tenitory, and partly that, as our contest was not then con¬ 
cluded, the value of the island was still considerable. 

It was held as a military post for some years. Up to the year 
1821 there was a military establishment in the island; but in that 
year-—not a year when peace theories were in vogue, but when the 
military spirit was very strong in this country—it was determined 
to withdraw the military establishment, and since that time the 
island has remained unoccupied by any considerable force, unforti¬ 
fied and practically unarmed. It has remained entirely undefended, 
and I believe there has been no attempt to defend it. Certainly 
there has been no indication of any intention on the part of Parlia¬ 
ment or the Executive Government of the country to undertake the 
arming or defending of it; and I believe there is no doubt that the 
recommendation of the Colonial Defence Commission was expressed 
strongly against any such course. In truth, the value of the island 
is generally recognised for any strategic purposes as very small. It 
has no harbour. It has an open roadstead, which is untenable in a 
northwest wind, which is the prevailing wind. 

The commercial value of the island, again, as far as this country 
is concerned, may be expressed by very minute figures. I believe 
the import of British goods into the island in the course of the year 
amounts to £50 in value, or not quite that. The population are, as 
I have said, Frisian. They speak Low German, the language of the 
coast opposite. I believe there are only 5 per cent, that are not of 
that nationality, and they have not materially altered—they have 
increased in numbers, not much during the intervening period. 

Now, the point that we have to consider on the present occasion 
is. Is this island of any strategic value to this country? I have shown 
that commercial value, from the want of a harbour and for want of 
a market, it has none. Has it any strategic value? In time of peace, 
of course, the question of strategic value does not come up, but it 
may just be mentioned that even in time of peace it is apt to be a 
slightly inconvenient possession, because I think it was found dur¬ 
ing the late Franco-German War that its proximity to the German 
coast was sufficient to invite attempted breaches of neutrality, which 
are very convenient to belligerents, but which we know to our cost 
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are apt to be exceedingly onerous to neutrals. But I will not dwell 
upon a consideration of that kind, which is not of paramount im¬ 
portance; I will ask, what would be the value of the island to us 
strategically in case of war? There are two cases—one a great deal 
more probable than the other, or rather less improbable than the 
other. One is the case of our being at war with Germany. Well, as 
I have said, the island is entirely unfortified. It lies within a few 
hours' steam of the great arsenal of Germany. If I am to suppose 
what I imagine is so utterly improbable a case as a war with Ger¬ 
many, I presume that if this island remained in our possession, the 
very day of the declaration of war a sufficient force, with all neces¬ 
sary materials and guns, would be despatched to it, and would arrive 
at the island probably considerably before any relieving fleet could 
arrive from our side. Experts differ a good deal as to its value in the 
case of war with Germany. Some think it of no value at all, while 
others think that it might be useful as a coal depot to a blockading 
fleet; but a coal depot, when England is so near, though it may be 
a convenience, can hardly be called a great advantage. The case, 
therefore, in respect to a war with Germany would be that it would 
expose us to a blow which would be a considerable humiliation, 
and it would not confer upon us any great advantage, if any ad¬ 
vantage, in the conduct of the war on our side. 

But let us take the much less improbable supposition of our 
being at war with somebody else. I’his island is undefended, and 
can be defended only by a sufficient Naval force. If we were at 
war with any other Power it would be, therefore, necessary for us 
to lock up a Naval force for the purpose of defending this island, 
unless we intended to expose ourselves to the humiliation of having 
it taken. My Lords, our fleet is a large one, and I am happy to say 
it has recently been augmented, but it is none too large for the 
work it has to do, with our extensive and extending Empire, stretch¬ 
ing into every corner of the globe, and meeting with new rivalries 
at every turn. I think all who have studied the subject will say that 
in defending our dependencies, and in defending our line of trade, 
our fleet, great and powerful as it is, would ^e taxed up to its fullest 
energies. I think we should labour under a distinct disadvantage if 
we have a position contributing in no degree to the defence of the 
Empire without commercial or other value, and which yet, in order 
to avoid a humiliating blow, would require a certain Naval force 
to be locked up and kept useless for every other purpose. On these 
grounds, my Lords, we have come to a conclusion, which I imagine 
is the conclusion held by many persons, and has been held for a 
long time, that this island, unfortified and .undefended, is not an 
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advantageous possession, but that it is one which for a proper con¬ 
sideration it would be well for the Empire to be divested. 

But the consideration has been raised by noble Lords opposite 
and others who deal with the question from a different point of 
view. It is said that the inhabitants of the island are opposed to 
the cession, and that their veto ought to be conclusive. My Lords, 

I do not think that the inhabitants of the island are opposed to the 
cession. There is no reason that they should be. They have not a 
long descended ancestral connection with the British Crown. There 
may be men there, living now, who were alive when the island was 
originally taken. They are related by the closest bonds of language, 
of race, of religion, with those who live almost within site of their 
shores. Their pecuniary interests, to come down to motives which 
are less noble to dwell upon, though they are often powerful in these 
cases—their pecuniary profit in no way is increased by the con¬ 
nexion of the island with this country, nor can they look with any 
advantage to the continuance of that connexion. On the contrary, 
their whole prospect of gain depends on the large number of Ger¬ 
man bathing excursionists who go there in the summer, and that 
source of wealth would not diminish, but would, if anything, in¬ 
crease, if the island formed part of the German Empire. And it is 
probable, though the island is worthless to us from a strategic point 
of view, it will not be thought to be worthless to those near whose 
coasts it lies, and the military expenditure which would be the result 
of any determination to fortify it will form a large addition to the 
resources of the islanders, and I have no doubt has already been 
discounted by them. I am informed, and your Lordships, I think, 
have been generally informed, that a very enterprising nationality 
have already purchased up most of the land in the island. But while 
I say this, I cannot admit the doctrine that the decision of a popula¬ 
tion of a position that has been occupied for military and belligerent 
purposes is conclusive with respect to the uses to which that position 
should be put or the destiny which shall attend it. 

You must draw a line between two sorts of possessions—those 
possessions which you rule for the benefit of the population that is 
in them, and those possessions which you hold in order to contribute 
to the defence of the Empire as a whole; and that latter class of 
positions, of which we have several, cannot complain of any in¬ 
justice if it is said that Imperial considerations must occupy a place 
of paramount importance in the mind of the Government of this 
country with respect to them, just as local considerations would 
occupy a place of paramount importance with respect to positions of 
another kind. My Lords, cession is a very uncommon event, and it 
is not very likely to be repeated; but this doctrine, which has been 
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rather insinuated on the present occasion, may stretch much further 
than cession. A hint was given that we ought to have taken the 
opinion of the people in some form or other, and we could only take 
it by way of plebiscite. Well, if people are asked to vote by pleb¬ 
iscite on a question of Imperial policy like this, they may also claim 
to vote on the question whether their country shall not be ceded; 
if their opinion is to weigh so heavily on the question whether they 
are to be ceded, it ought to weigh equally heavily in the other 
direction. But there is another case—a case which might become 
practical and important, having nothing to do with cessions—I mean 
the case where it is necessary to get rid of, or to induce the in¬ 
habitants to depart when the danger of war is imminent, and the 
possibility of actual siege arrives. My Lords, most of you who have 
paid any attention to these subjects know that a problem of a very 
serious kind attaches to one of our most important positions in that 
respect, and you would be very unwise to admit that posts which are 
occupied, or have been occupied, for belligerent purposes. Imperial 
purposes—that the paramount disposition of them can be affected 
because the population which has grown up upon the position has 
interests in a different direction. My Lords, I said we have come to 
the conclusion that this island is one which it would be not only 
no disadvantage, but an advantage to this country to transfer, if we 
could obtain for it a satisfactory consideration. 

The consideration for which we look lies on the East Coast of 
Africa. There we have obtained, as will have been seen from the 
Treaty which has been laid on the Table, an undertaking from 
Germany that she will not oppose our assumption of the protectorate 
of Zanzibar, and likewise a similar engagement with respect to the 
Sultanate of Witu, and the long line of coast dependent on Witu 
to the north. The objects of these stipulations are, of course, to 
make our influence predominant in these countries. With Witu we 
have had no ancient connection, but it has become a position of 
considerable value in consequence of the large tract of country 
which has been acquired by the British East Africa Company, reach¬ 
ing up from the coast to the Victoria Nyanza Lake. As long as the 
Sultanate of Witu was in the hands of anofher Power, there was a 
possibility of annexations and expeditions to the north of us, which 
would have cut off British influence and British dominion from the 
sources of the Nile, from the Lake Albert Nyanza and the valley 
which lies at the base of the mountains of Abyssinia. The advan¬ 
tage of the acquisition of Witu is that it cuts off any rivalry in this 
respect, and that, save for the Italian dominion over Abyssinia and 
its dependencies, we have no rivalry to fear from any European 
civilised Power until we reach the confines of Egypt. I do not, by 



SALISBURY 


353 


any means, say that is an advantage of which all the results will 
appear immediately, for, as we know, the valley of the Nile is 
occupied by another Power which is not European and which just 
at present is not very much inclined to make room for us. But the 
advantage of limiting our rivalry to an Asiatic or African tribe is 
one which those who are engaged in these enterprises appreciate 
very highly. 

But, in addition to this, we have obtained the promise that Ger¬ 
many will not resist our assumption of the protectorate of Zanzibar, 
including the Island of Pemba. Zanzibar has 300,000 of a population 
which has very close commercial connection with our fellow- 
subjects in India, and the more closely it is brought under our in¬ 
fluence the more that commerce is likely to flourish. It lies in the 
pathway from the Red Sea to Southern Africa; it must always be 
a commercial place of the first importance; it maintains an enterpris¬ 
ing population and has a fertile soil; and there is no spot in all those 
waters more valuable to a maritime and commercial nation than 
Zanzibar and Pemba. 

But it has also to us a very special interest—that, with the excep¬ 
tion of what goes on in the Red Sea, I think all the living slave 
trade, all the slave trade which is now actually in operation, goes 
upon that sea and is fed by the Arab traders from Pemba and Zanzi¬ 
bar, and the closer our influence over the Government of the Sultan 
becomes, the more we may hope we shall succeed in that great 
effort for which this country has sacrificed so much—the effort to 
destroy the slave trade and gradually to extirpate domestic slavery. 
I believe that in that effort we shall have a thorough support from 
the present enlightened Sultan of Zanzibar. We have every ground 
to believe that he sympathises with us in this respect, and the rela¬ 
tions in which we will now stand under the new arrangement to 
that ruler will very much facilitate our task. 

But what it is important your Lordships should observe is that the 
only impediment to our complete influence in Zanzibar was the 
counter influence of Germany. Germany had a power in the Gourt 
of Zanzibar owing to the settlements it occupied on the mainland 
and the rights it had acquired over the Zanzibar coast; and how¬ 
ever friendly the relations of the two Governments have always 
been, it nevertheless must inevitably be the case where two nation¬ 
alities are struggling for the mastery that the struggle is not entirely 
destitute of the elements either of irritation or of danger. It has 
been said that in taking back our influence at Zanzibar we have 
only undone what we ourselves had previously done—that we gave 
to Germany her power over Zanzibar and are taking it back again, 
and I think that in the observations of Lord Rosebery the other 
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night there was a considerable trace of that impression. [The Earl 
of Rosebery: Hear, hear!] That is not the case. I think it is well 
that anybody, in considering the recent history of Africa, should 
take notice of the enormous change which has taken place in the 
attitude of this and other countries towards it during the last 10 
years. 

Up to 10 years ago we remained masters of Africa practically, or 
the greater part of it, without being put to inconvenience by pro¬ 
tectorates, or anything of that sort, by the simple fact that we were 
masters of the sea, and that we have had considerable experience 
in dealing with the native races. So much was that the case that 
we left enormous stretches of coast to the native rulers in the full 
confidence that they would go on under native rulers, and in the 
hope that they would gradually acquire their own proper civilisa¬ 
tion without any interference on our part. Then suddenly we 
found out that that position, however convenient, had no founda¬ 
tion whatever in international law. We had no rights over all these 
vast stretches of coast both on the West and East Coast of Africa. 
We had no power of preventing any other nation from coming in 
and seizing a portion of them, and the noble Lord opposite, Lord 
Granville, was suddenly confronted with a demand on the part of 
Germany, first on one part of the African coast and then on another 
part of the African coast, to be allowed to occupy enormous 
stretches of territory which, up to that time, had been looked upon 
as practically under the protection of England. I do not mention 
this as complaining of the noble Lord for the decision he took. On 
the contrary, I think it was a necessary decision. It was impossible 
that England should have the right to lock up the whole of Africa, 
and say that nobody should be there except herself; and I think that 
the noble Lord opposite arrived at a correct solution of the difficulty 
when he frankly allowed that Germany as well as England should 
take part in the task of developing the vast untrodden fields of 
Africa, making them into new outlets for colonisation by the ex¬ 
cessive population at home, and new fields of industry and trade. 
But I only demur to the statement made that^I did it. It was entirely 
settled before we came into office.^^. 

I think that the constant study of maps is apt to disturb men's 
reasoning powers. Certainly the enthusiasm which has been evoked 
for this desolate corner of Africa has surprised me more than any¬ 
thing else in this controversy. We have had a fierce conflict over the 
possession of a lake whose name I am afraid I cannot pronounce 
correctly—I think it is Lake Ngami—our only difficulty being that 

^ Further details on Zanzibar and inland territories are omitted. 
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we do not know where it is. We cannot determine its position 
within 100 miles, certainly not within 60 miles, and there are great 
doubts whether it is a lake at all, or only a bed of rushes. I am 
very anxious that full scope should be given to the enterprise of 
men who have undertaken concessions in that country from a well- 
affected chief named Morenii; and I think that the whole country 
of Moremi has been retained within the British sphere. But when 
I hear the language that is used, the hopes that are entertained, and 
the extraordinary reasoning as to the future which is based upon 
them, I cannot help thinking of similar language and similar dreams 
entertained by our ancestors some 300 years ago connected with the 
well-known projects for reaching the land of El Dorado. I hope 
and believe that this is only language, and that the practical sense 
of our countrymen will not lead them to take for absolute gospel 
all that has been said on the subject of these countries for the last 
few months. 

I will not trouble your Lordships now with one or two other 
arrangements in other portions of that part of Africa or the de¬ 
limitations of territory which have been made there. If 1 were to do 
so I believe my noble Friend opposite, Lord Aberdare, would be the 
only person who would understand me, and I think I may there¬ 
fore venture to pass them by. But I will say that during these nego¬ 
tiations it occurred to me more than once that it might be wiser to 
break them off altogether and to allow the years to pass over us until 
the natural progress of emigration and civilisation and the struggle 
for existence should have determined in a far more effective way 
than can be done by Protocols and Treaties who are to be supreme, 
and in what part of that vast continent each nation is to rule. But, 
on reflection, we could not convince ourselves that that, though far 
the most comfortable course, would be our duty, because in the 
front of this advancing tide of colonisation there are numbers of 
men of both nationalities—men of energy and strong will, but prob 
ably not distinguished by any great restraint over their feelings— 
who would be urging, in every part where rivalry existed and the 
two Powers touched, the claims of each nation to supremacy in each 
particular bit of territory, pressing them upon the natives, getting 
from native chiefs Treaty after Treaty, each Treaty conflicting with 
the other, and trying to establish by means which must constantly 
degenerate into violence the supremacy of that nation for which 
they were passionately contending. In such circumstances, whatever 
the friendliness of the Government at home, some friction and col¬ 
lisions could not be averted. The Governments of Germany and 
England have been on the most friendly terms, and I think have 
been able to impart at least a considerable portion of their own 
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friendliness and moderation to those who served under them, but 
it is impossible to impart it to those not under their control, though 
they share our nationality, and are keen for the object which we 
also desire. It is impossible to restrain them. It is impossible to pre¬ 
vent the danger of collisions, which might be murderous and bloody; 
and then when those collisions took place, the echo of them would 
be heard here, they would be recounted and magnified in news¬ 
papers in both countries, they would be pressed upon popular pas¬ 
sion until even the Governments themselves might not be able to 
resist the contagion of the feeling evoked. The happy sympathy and 
agreement which exist between the two Governments, and which 
I trust may long exist, would naturally be exposed in no limited 
time to very serious risks if we had allowed to remain undecided 
the many causes of conflict and the many questions of territory and 
right which had arisen in various parts of the continent between 
the two countries, and especially in the island of Zanzibar, where 
we should have been brought to close quarters, and where many 
questions of difficulty would have arisen. 1 fear that if the existing 
state of things had gone on the harmony of the two countries might 
not be long maintained. 

My Lords, I commend this Agreement to your approval, not as 
pretending that we have gained or that Germany has gained any 
great advantage. I believe we have gained on both sides advantages, 
because each has obtained what suited its own purposes, and of 
which it could make the most valuable use. I think we have each 
obtained what is most advantageous to us, but I do not pretend that 
either country has gained any advantage over the other. What I 
believe is that we have come to a common agreement which will 
remove all danger of disunion and conflict between us, and which 
will cement, I hope for a long time, the good feeling of those who 
by sympathy, by interest, and by descent, ought always to be friends. 

Moved, “That the Bill be now read 2*.“ 

—(The Marquess of Salisbury.) 



6. The Empire 


This speech, given at the ban¬ 
quet to the colonial premiers dur¬ 
ing the Diamond Jubilee, may be 
found in The Times (London), 
June 19, 1897. 


The Earl of Rosebery had just 
expressed the hope that the pre¬ 
miers would not separate without 
making an effort to draw the bonds 
of empire closer. 


Lord Salisbury, who was received with loud cheers, said: Your 
Royal Highness, my lords, and gentlemen,—As in duty bound, on 
behalf of the Legislatures, home and colonial, I beg to tender you 
our hearty thanks for the earnestness and cordiality with which you 
have received this toast. I have observed, however, that in the bril¬ 
liant speech of the noble lord who gave this toast, as in other 
parts, we have been thinking less of the Legislatures of these col¬ 
onies than of that Royal figure whose memory and the thought of 
whom dominates all our reflexions and proceedings, and those of 
that brilliant company of rulers from distant lands who have 
brought the symbol of empire as a homage to her people. (Cheers.) 
I am, therefore, rather departing from that which has been the 
custom in our speeches in addressing myself to the subject of colo¬ 
nial Legislatures. I heartily concur in that apophthegm which has 
been cited more frequently than any other on the present occasion 
—that brevity is the soul of wit. I have been selected as one—I am 
glad only one among them, for it might have been alone too burden¬ 
some a task for my shoulders—to respond for the Legislatures at 
home and abroad. At home I am connected with one particular 
branch of the Legislature to which the noble lord himself is equally 
and as indissolubly attached as myself (Laughter), and from whose 
praises I have no doubt he restrained himself by a tremendous effort. 
Of that assembly I will only say that it is the oldest among all these 
Houses or Legislatures whose health you have drunk. It is the old¬ 
est and some have thought that it was marked by a feebleness in¬ 
dicating decadence and decay. But those who have thought so, 
whoever they were, have had occasion to revise their opinions. 
(Laughter). I will only speak of what I know—viz., the Legislature 
in whieh I sit—and I am told that there are other Legislatures in 
whieh men talk more than they should, and I heard that their pro¬ 
ceedings are unreasonably prolonged by the natural passions which 
each individual has to listen to his own voice. But if such things 
exist, which I do not know, at all events they do not exist in the 
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House of Lords. If brevity is the soul of wit, the House of Lords 
streams with wit at every pore. (Loud laughter.) 

But I am not underrating the importance or the dignity of 
younger Assemblies who are associated in this toast. I can remem¬ 
ber considerable misgivings when they were set up, and I am bound 
as a Tory to confess that I was not entirely free from those mis¬ 
givings. But I am also bound to confess that they were entirely 
without foundation and mistaken; and without going into particular 
allusions which might be painful, I think that the dignity and 
character with which the deliberations of our colonial Assemblies 
are conducted have nothing to learn from the proceedings of Parlia¬ 
ments even in the most ancient cities of this continent. 

Sir, I will not detain you longer, but I will remind you that this 
toast really does include within itself all the aspirations and hopes 
with which we have associated ourselves together this evening. 
(Cheers.) We are representing here the growing Empire of Great 
Britain. We do not know precisely what future is before us. We 
are aware that we are the instruments of a great experiment. There 
have been many emigrations, many colonies, before our time. The 
relation between mother country and dependency has often been set 
up, but those empires have never lasted, for either the colonies have 
been swept away by some superior force, or the mother country, by 
unjust and imprudent government, has driven the eolonies to sever 
the bond which bound them. The fact has been that such empires 
have never lasted. We are undertaking the great experiment of try¬ 
ing to sustain such an empire entirely upon the basis of mutual good¬ 
will, sympathy, and affection. (Cheers.) There is talk of fiscal 
union, there is talk of military union. Both of them to a certain ex¬ 
tent may be good things. Perhaps we may not be able to carry them 
as far as some of us think, but in any case they will not be the basis 
on which our Empire will rest. Our Empire will rest on the great 
growth of sympathy, common thought, and feeling between those 
who are in the main the children of a common race, and who have 
a common history to look back upon and a common future to look 
forward to. (Cheers.) It is the triumph of a moral idea in the con¬ 
struction of a great political organization which is the object and 
the effort in which we have all joined, and of which our meeting 
together is the symbol and seal; but the success of this effort will 
depend upon the conduct of these various Legislatures, great and 
small, because with them at last the government must lie. It de¬ 
pends upon their character and their self-restraint, whether this ex¬ 
periment shall succeed. The high ideal of a Legislature is to be the 
arbiter among conflicting interests and classes. The danger to which 
in our time all Legislatures are exposed is that they will make 
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themselves the instrument of one class to the loss and peril of the 
rest. Whether our great experiment of a colonial empire succeeds 
depends upon whether these Legislatures—to which we wish all 
success and a brilliant future—are able to exercise self-control and 
fulfil their high ideal. If they are they will produce an empire 
which the world has not yet seen, and which will make a powerful 
advance in the progress of humanity. 



7 . Address in Answer to the Queens Speech. 
South Africa and the Empire—The English 
Constitution 


This speech was given in the 
House of Lords during the debate 
on the Queens speech. It repre¬ 
sents Salisbury's reply to a ques¬ 
tion concerning the blame that 
might be attached to the govern¬ 
ment for the condition in which 
the ultimatum of the South African 
Republic found them (cf, Han¬ 
sard, LXXVlll [4th SerJ, 26-34 
[January 30, 1900]), 

Salisbury had reason for uttcr- 
ing pessimistic words since the 
crises of the Boer War had not 
been well handled either by the 
generals in the field or by the 
Cabinet at home. His observation 
about the defects of the English 
constitution as an instrument of 
war—and the remarks apply to 
similar constitutions elsewhere in 
force—is an observation men have 
frequently repeated in the twen¬ 


tieth century as a result of experi¬ 
ences in the two World Wars, 
The historian may, perhaps, feel 
not pessimism but rather a sense of 
optimism in that Salisbury, by 
speaking to his generation on the 
subject, acknowledged, like his emi¬ 
nent predecessors in office and like 
the political philosophers, Burke 
and his critics, that change in the 
functioning of government is to 
some degree a necessity and a de¬ 
sirability. Indeed, only because of 
such a process of growth could the 
constitution respond to national 
needs and continue to stand. Con¬ 
servative though Salisbury may 
have been, he faced what he 
thought to be a reality and was in 
a position on the basis of his as¬ 
sumption to give warning, even if 
in the vaguest manner, to the fu¬ 
ture. 


.But when the noble Earl says that we must have known, 

that it was impossible we should not have known—he got into a 
fervour of enthusiasm over the certainty of the knowledge that we 
must have possessed—about the artillery and munitions of war that 
the Republics were introducing—I ask, How on earth were we to 
know it? I believe, as a matter of fact—though I do not give this as 
official—that the guns were generally introduced in boilers and loco¬ 
motives, and the munitions of war were introduced in pianos. It 
was not our territory, we had no power of search, we had no power 
of knowing what munitions of war were sent in, and we certainly 
had no power of supervising their importation into the Republics. 

The Earl of Kimberley: Do you know nothing of the armaments 
of other nations? 

The Marquess of Salisbury: Not so much as we ought to. It is a 
very remarkable peculiarity of public opinion in this country that 
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people always desire to eat their cake and have it. They rejoice very 
much in the spiritual complacency which is afforded them by the 
reflection that they have a very small Secret Service Fund. Informa¬ 
tion, however, is a mere matter of money and nothing else. If you 
want much information, you must give much money; if you give 
little money, you will have little information. And, considering the 
enormous sums which are spent by other Powers, not least by the 
Transvaal Republic, which I was told on high diplomatic authority 
has spent £800,000 in one year in secret service, and comparing 
these with the ridiculously small sums that have for a great number 
of years been habitually spent by English Governments, it is im¬ 
possible to have the omniscience which the noble Earl seems to 

regard as the necessary attribute of Her Majesty’s Government. 

.I do not believe in the perfection of the British Constitution 

as an instrument of war. As an instrument of peace it has not yet 
met its match, but for purposes of war there is more to be said. If 
you look back over the present century you will see there have been 
four occasions on which the British Government has engaged in 
war. On each occasion the opening of these wars was not prosper¬ 
ous, and on each occasion the Government of the day and the 
officers in command were assailed with the utmost virulence of 
popular abuse. These were the Walcheren expedition, the Peninsu¬ 
lar War, the Crimean War, and now the South African War. 

.But the moral I wish to draw from this uniformity of ex¬ 
perience is that it is not the extraordinary folly or feebleness of 
particular Ministers or generals with which you have to deal, which 
is the sole cause of your reverses. There must be something else. 
We cannot have been so unlucky as to have fought four times and 
to have lighted upon the most incompetent and worthless Ministers 
that the world has ever produced. It is evident there is something 
in your machinery that is wrong, and that leads me to accept with a 
very doubting mind the glowing culogism which the noble Earl 
passed upon the fighting qualities of the British Constitution. I am 
inclined to doubt these qualities, and I will recommend to the medi¬ 
tation of the noble Lord these considerations. The art of war has 
been studied on the continent of Europe with a thoroughness and 
self-devotion that no other science has commanded, and at the end 
we find ourselves surrounded by five great military Powers, and yet 
on matters of vital importance we pursue a policy wholly different 
from those military Powers. Do not understand for a moment that 
I am guilty of such profanity as to blame the British Constitution. 
I am not. I am pointing out that in this matter we enjoy splendid 
isolation. Of course, first and foremost stands conscription, and no 
one imagines, even among the youngest of us, that he will ever live 
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to see conscription adopted in this country. Then comes the em¬ 
ployment as experts of persons sitting in Parliament exercising 
power over the military administration, who are named by the Gov¬ 
ernment, but who have not to obtain the approval of the electors 
and the constituencies. It is an important and very difficult ques¬ 
tion. Then there is the big question of promotion by seniority, a 
delicate subject; but 1 doubt if you will find that promotion by 
seniority prevails in any of the great armies of Europe to the extent 
it prevails here. Then there is that matter of secret service to which 
I have already referred. There is no other country which is content 
to protect itself with so slight a supply of funds as our own; and 
last of all I feel I am laying my hand on the sacred feature of the 
Constitution when I say there is the Treasury. At the present time 
I feel assured that the }X)wers of the Treasury have been admin¬ 
istered with the greatest judgment, and the greatest consideration, 
and do not imagine for a moment that I support the idiotic attacks 
which have been made on the present Chancellor of the Ex¬ 
chequer.^"^ He is a Minister who has filled the office with the great¬ 
est consideration to the powers of the Treasury; but I say that the 
exercise of its powers in governing every department of the Gov¬ 
ernment is not for the public benefit. The Treasury has obtained 
a position in regard to the rest of the departments of the Govern¬ 
ment that the House of Commons obtained in the time of the Stuart 
dynasty. It has the power of the purse, and by exercising the power 
of the purse it claims a voice in all decisions of administrative author¬ 
ity and policy. I think that much delay and many doubtful resolu¬ 
tions have been the result of the peculiar position which, through 
many generations, the Treasury has occupied. Do not imagine for a 
moment that I say it is in any way due to those with whom I have 
had the honour of sitting in the Cabinet. Now I notice these things 
because I was stimulated to it by the enthusiasm—what I call the 
1688 enthusiasm—which has animated the mind of the noble Lord. 
I do not think that the British Constitution as at present worked is a 
good fighting machine. I have stated that it is unequalled for pro¬ 
ducing happiness, prosperity, and liberty in time of peace; but now, 
in time of war, when great Powers with enormous forces are looking 
at us with no gentle or kindly eye on every side, it becomes us to 
think whether we must not in some degree modify our arrange¬ 
ments in order to enable ourselves to meet the dangers that at any 
moment may arise. 

.I do not say that the danger may not be easily exaggerated. 

Many a country has begun a great war with difficulties of the kind. 


^ Sir Michael Hicks Beach. 
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We have only to look at what the Northern States of America went 
through at the beginning of the Civil War, to see how easy it would 
be to draw a mistaken inference from the reverses with which we 
have been met at the opening of this war. We have every ground 
to think that if we sSet ourselves heartily to work, and exert all the 
undoubted instruments of power we possess, we shall bring this 
war to a satisfactory conclusion. I think we must defer the pleasing 
task of quarrelling among ourselves until that result has been ob¬ 
tained. We have a work that now appeals to us as subjects of the 
Queen—as Englishmen; and it must throw into shadow the ancient 
claim, the well-known and acknowledged claim, which party ex¬ 
pedience has upon the action of all our statesmen. The noble lord 
has spoken of what men have said in the other House. I confess I 
saw with some regret that a noble lord of great position is about to 
bring this great issue into a party conflict. It is much to be regretted. 
The only place where he will create sympathy, where he will arouse 
enthusiasm, is at Pretoria. Our object must oe to retrieve ourselves 
as rapidly as possible from the situation into which we have got. 
We are in this position. It is worse than many we have gone 
through before, for we are repelling men who have invaded our 
territory, and the reverses we have suffered are in consequence of 
our inability to drive them back. That is a position which cannot 
last. Remember that this Empire which we sustain is a valuable, 
splendid, but also a very res}X)nsible possession to support. If any¬ 
thing happens to tear asunder the great continental countries, by the 
mere force of their geographical juxtaposition, they must come to¬ 
gether again, and the evil will be repaired. ITiere is not in our 
Empire any coercing or retaining force which will answer the same 
end; and unless we can sink all lesser issues, unless we take all 
smaller passions into the one great duty of sustaining our country 
in this crisis, we shall run the danger of convulsions which will 
certainly tarnish its lustre, and perhaps menace its integrity. 
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